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HE  author  of  the  following  trea- 
tife  is  not  ignorant  that  there  are  feve- 
ral  well  meaning  and  refpedlable  catho- 
lics, who  deprecate  the  appearance  of 
any  publication,  that  wears  the  appear- 
ance of  religions  controverfy,  aniongft 
ourfelves,  though  made  in  defence  of 
the  avowed  truth.  It  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed but  that  they  are  influenced,  in  the 
advice  they  give,  by  a  laudable  anxiety 
for  the  reftoration  of  our  internal  peace, 
and  certainly,  as  far  as  this  is  calculated 
for  the  attainment  of  its  propofed  end, 
it  delerves  to  be  attended  to,  as  a  rule 
of  con  duel.  Hence,  it  is  readily  ad- 
mitted, that,  if  the  leading  errors,  which 
are  combated  below,  are  difcovered  to 
b  be 
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l)e  trivial    in  themfelves,   and  fuch    as 
lead  to   no   pracflical  confequences ;  ii\ 
from  the  niodcEatiop,  the  inability,  or 
the  obfcuiity  of  their  champion,    there 
cxifted  a  profpedl  of  their  being  left  to 
die  away  in  lilence,  whiKl  any  means  of 
propagating  ^heta    continues,    if  they 
were  fcen  to  be  of  an  unpopular  nature, 
unadapted  to  the  temper  of  the  tirn0s,' 
and  incapable 'bf  being  reduced  to  prac- 
tice;  rn  this  ftippoiition,  I  (ky,  it  is  ad- 
iiiitted  that  the  pre  fen  c   work  had  per- 
haps better  not  appear.     But  if  the  re- 
verfe  of  all   this  be  the  truth,  then,  I 
maintain,  it  is  impoflPible  to  conceive  ii' 
more  abfurd    propofaf,    for   preferving 
I  he    peace  and   unity   of   the    catholic 
church,  than  tins   of  cherififmg  in  her 
the  feeds  of  error  and  of  Ichifm.-     So  far 
ftoni  this,  it  has  been  confelfedly  owing' 
toifer  conrtadt  watchfulnefs  and  feverity 
ih  plucking  up   the   poift)nons  weeds  of 
dUIenfion,  at  tlieir  fiifl  appearance^  that 
(he  lias   been  enabled    to    preferve  lier 
charatfteiinical   unity  in  faltli,  In  diici- 

pline 
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pTme  and  in  government,  through  Co 
many  ages ;  nor  do  we  find  that  her  Fa- 
thers, her  Apoftles  or  her  Divine  Foun- 
der hnnfelf,  ever  /pared  the  prevailhig 
errors  of  their  refpe(flive  times,  on  ac- 
count of  the  oppofirlon  they  were  fure 
to  meet  with  from  the  abc^ttors  of  them. 
The  truth  is,  conr.ro verfy,  like  juft  war, 
is  prodinitive  ot  fome  commotion,  but 
it  is  evidently  the  only  means  of  pre- 
venting difturbance  and  miichief,  in  an 
infinitely  greater  proportion. 
'  *^  There  is  one  point,  alluded  to  above, 
which  it  feems  nccefFary  to  anticipate 
on  this  occafion  ;  namely  the  pernicious 
tendency  of  the  errors  in  quedion.  To 
ignorant  catholics,  or  to  thofe  who  are 
but  fuperficially  acquainted  with  their 
religion,  the  main  points  in  debate  be- 
tween me  and  my  lay  antagonifir,  may 
feem  to  be  of  fmall  importance;  thefe 
will  probably  think  it  is  of  little  conle- 
quence,  how,  or  from  what  quarter 
their  pallors  are  appointed,  provided 
b  2  they 
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they  are  duly  qualified  and  validly  or- 
dained.    But  ic  is  proper  fuch  perfons 
ftiould  know,  that  the  matter  in  queftion 
involves  the  very  life  and    exiftence   of 
their  religion.     In   fa(5l,  the  propofal  of 
the  layman  tends  to  break  that  uninter- 
rupted chain  of  authority,  which  unites 
each  commiflioned  paftor  of  the  church, 
at  the  prefent  day,  with  the  Apoftles, 
with  Jefus   Chrift,    and,  as   he  tells  us, 
with  his  heavenly  Father  himfelf.     As 
the  Father  hathfent  me,  fo  I  fend  you, 
John  XX.  21.     It  tends  to  difannul  this 
celeftial  charter,  to  degrade  our  religion 
from  a  divine  Co  a  mere  human  fyfteni 
of  fpiritual  government,  to  deprive  the 
paftors  of  their  only  authority  in  teach- 
ing and  governing,  and  the   faitliful  of 
their  only  comfort  in  hearing  and  obey- 
ing.    In    a  word,  it  tends  to   place  us 
precifcly  in  the  fame  {iiuation  with  the 
unhappy  fallen  church  of  France,     For 
ic    is    necefTary    the    catiiolics    (hould 
know,  that,amidfl  all  the  horrible  fcenes 

of 
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of  irreligion  and  facrilege,  which  have, 
of  late,  been  difplayed  by  a  moLley  crew 
ofjanlenifts   and    Atheifts,  on  that  pol- 
luted theatre,  it   is  precifely  the  intef" 
ruption  of  divine  miffion,  by  (libflitut- 
ing  pallors,  whofe  commiflion  is  derived 
from  a  mere  human  authority,  and  not 
from  the  church,  that  thofe  French,  who 
ftill  pretend  to  be  chriftians,  have  plun- 
ged into  {chifm.     The  church  of  France 
might  ftill  have  fubfifted,  though  all  Us 
chartered   property   had    been     feized, 
though  all  its  religious  orders  had  been 
aboliftied,  and  though  all  its  Tacred  edi- 
fices had  been  deftroyed.     But  the  elec- 
tion  and  confirmation    of  the  prefent 
conftitutional   clergy,   however   validly 
ordained,  together  with  the  demarcation 
of  their  pretended  jurifdidlion,  without 
a  proper  authority  and  commiflion  from 
the  church,   for  thele  purpofes,  were  fb 
many  fatal  ftabs,  which  it  was  impoflible 
for  her  to  furvive. 
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Kistrue,  tlie  points  treated' of^  irr 
the  fecond  part  of  this  work,  and  which 
are  chiefly  of  an  hiftorical  nature,  are 
not  all  of  the  fame  importance  with 
thofe  that  occur  in  the  firft  part;  flill 
however  they  will  be  found  to  be  high- 
ly interefting  to  every  English  catholic, 
and  fometimes,  it  is  prefumed,  to  con- 
tain matter,  that  will  appear  new  to  him. 
For  example,  it  has  been  more  than  a 
dozen  times,  of  late,  aflerted,  in  other 
publications,  befides  thofe  at  prefent 
under  confideration,  that  the  oath 
which  was  fo  fevercly  condemned,  by 
the  Head  of  the  Church,  and  fo  refo- 
lutely  oppofed  by  the  clergy,  in  the 
lafl  century,  was  no  other  than  that 
which  the  catholics  have  lately  taken, 
and  which  the  bifliops  now  approve  of; 
nor  has  this  egregious  and  impudent 
falfehood,  which  is  brought  forward, 
for  the  avowed  purpofe  of  undermin- 
ing the  juft  authority  of  the  latter,  in 
pronouncing   upon  dotTlrinal  formula- 
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ries,  yet  been  openly  oppofed.  I  tnift, 
however,  that  it  will  never  hencefor-  , 
ward  be  pubiickly  repeated,  by  any 
man  who  undertakes  to  reafon,  and  who 
has  a  literary  reputsttioii  to  lofe,  after 
having  perufed  the  diiquilition  upon 
this  fubjert  which  is  to  be  met  with  ia 
the  following  pages. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL    DEMOC  RACT 

D  E  T  E  C  T  E  D,    &c, 
PARTI. 

X  T  is  obfervable  that  the  errors  which  in 
perpetual  fucceflion,  during  eighteen  centu- 
ries, have  attacked  the  faith  and  the  peace  of 
the  church,  have  generally  partaken  of  the 
prevailing  fpirit  of  the  times,  which  have 
given  rife  to  them.  Not  to  enter  into  a  de- 
tail of  ancient  errors,  it  is  certain  that  thofe 
of  the  prefent  day  partake  of  the  infatuated 
prejudice  againft  fubordination,  which  fo 
ftrongly  marks  it.  Our  prefent  ecclefiaftical 
reformers  aim  at  nothing  lefs  than  a  general 
change  in  the  government  and  conftitution  of 
the  church,  by  countera6ting  as  much  as  poJGTible 
the  influence  of  thofe  monarchical  and  arifto- 
cratical  principles  on  which  Chrift  has  formed 
B  this 
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this  government*,  and  by  infufing  a  propor- 
tionable degree  of  the  democratical  fpirit  in 
its  place.  This  they  do  whilft  they  endeavour 
to  lefTen  the  dependance  of  the  faithful  upon 
their  paftors,  and  of  the  paftors  themfelves  on 
their  fupreme  head.  There  is  no  one  who, 
in  this  country,  has  followed  up  this  fyftem 
more  clofely  or  more  perfeveringly  than  the 
titled  adverfary  with  whom  I  have  the  honor 
of  contending,  in  the  face  of  the  public,  now 
for  the  third  time:  which  conduO,  however 
confident  with  his  political  attachments  and 
principlest,  I  have  already  proved,  and  (hall 
further  demonftrate,  is  utterly   fubverfive  of 


♦  See  the  proofs  and  authorities  for  this  aflertion  In 
The  Ditine  Right  ^f  Epijapacy,  pages  17,  j  8. 

+  It  is  with  regret  the  Catholic  body  has  feen  the 
name  of  this  gentleman  in  the  lifl  of  thofe  perfcns  wh<^ 
have  entitled  themfelves/' /»^  Fri-?iJs  of  the  People,  ajfociated 
for  the  purpofe  of  obtaining  a  parliamentary  reform,  and  haxc 
learned  from  the  public  prints,  tl.at  he  was,  at  an  early 
meeting,  chofen  to  prefide  over  it.  The  alarm  which 
this  fociety  has  occafioned  to  the  legiflaturc  and  to  the 
nation  in  general,  as  we  gather  from  the  language  of  both 
llnufes  of  Parliainpnt.  andof  the  addrefies  to  his  Ma- 
jefty,  upon  his  late  proclamation,  will  bell  determine  with 
what  propriety  thefegentlen:en  have  aflUmed  the  infidioiu 
titl*  of  i  he  triendi  ^f  the  Ptiple, 

the 
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the  difcipline,  the  doBrine,  and  the  very  e){- 
iftqnce  of  the  Catholic  Church. 

It  w?s  at  a  momentous  period,  when  two 
out  of  our  four  bifliops  had  juft  paid  the  debt 
of  nature,  and  the  deareft  interefts  of  our  re- 
ligion were  conceived  to  depend  on  the  ap- 
pointment which  the  fupreme  paftor  might 
make  of  their  fucceflbrs,  that  a  young  lay 
gentleman  ftepped  out  of  his  rank  to  tutor 
the  whole  body  of  the  clergy  in  divinity  and 
the  canon  law.  In  a  pamphlet  folely  addreffed 
to  that  body*,  he  condefcended  to  acquaint 
them  with  "  the  rules  by  which  the  Church 
**  of  Chrift  was  governed  for  feveral  hundred 
"  years ....  and  to  which  as  minifters  of  the 
"  church  they  were  bound  to  conform  .... 
"  under  the  guilt  of  a  culpable  negleci  of  their 
"  dutyt."  He  in  particular  acquainted  them 
that  "  the  appointment  of  bilhops  forms  no 
"  part  of  the  Pope's  fpiritual  commiflionj," 
and  that  fuch  a  claim,  on  his  parr,  is  "  a  claim 
•*  of  fuperfcding  the  difcipline  of  the  church^,** 
He  gave  them  notice  that  the  authority  under 

*  A  Letter  addreffed  to  the  Catholic  Clergy   of  Enolav.d  on 
the  appointment  of  Bijh-ps,  by  a  Laj/nan,  fane  12,  i790. 
+  I  hi  J.  Second  Edition ,  pages  15,  16. 
^   Ibid.  p..  16. 
§  U'd. 
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which  our  prefent    bifhops    governed   their 
flocks,  was  derived  from  ufurpation*,  and  that 
thefe  bifhops  were  aQually  "  deftitute  of  the 
"  power  of  the  keyst."     He  inftrufted  them 
however   in  what  manner    they    themfelves, 
together  with  the  laity,  might  make  up  all  the 
deficiencies,  under   which  their   prelates  la- 
boured; namely   by  "  aflfembling  in  their  re- 
"  fpeftive  diftri6ls,  and  choofing  thefe  foreign 
"  emiflaries,"  as  he  called  them,  "  to  be  their 
^*  bifhops  J."     He  reproached  the  mofl  nume- 
rous body  of  this  clergy  with  "  having  facri- 
"  ficed  the  rights  of  the   people,  and  bowed 
"  their  necks  to  a  foreign  yoke,"  in  not  hav- 
ing "  dared  to  proceed  to  an  ele6lion"  of  the 
gentleman,  in  whofe  favor,  he  had  faid  "  their 
•*  fuffrages  were  unanimous^,'*   but  in  having 

"  contented 


+  "  ATlemble  and  choofe  for  your  bifhops  the  perfons 
**  who  now,  by  a  lamentable  abufc,  prefide  over  you  by 
*'  virtue  of  an  authority  delegated  to  them  by  a  foreign 
*'  prelate  who  has  no  pretcnfions  to  cxercifc  fuch  an  a^ 
**  of  power."  Ibid.  J)ages  zi^  22, 

+  Ibid.  p.  \<j. 

'\.  Pages  21 ,  22. 

§  Pages  21,  z^. — The  layman  having  been  reproached 
in  the  Divine  Right  of  Epijcopacy,  p.\\.  with  the  notorious 
falfchood  of  this  afferlion.  has  added  a  note  to  his  fecond 

edition 
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**  contented   themfelves  with    recommending 
**  him  to  the  nomination  of  a  foreign  prelate." 
In  fupportof  this  ftrange  and  mifchievous  fyf- 
tem  he  brought  forward  a  few  hackneyed  quo- 
tations from  the  ancient   fathers  and  councils, 
to  be  met   with  in   molt   modern   canonifts, 
though  produced  by  them  for  a  very  different 
purpofe  from  that  for  which  our  layman  pro- 
duced them.     To  facilitate  the  execution  of 
this  favorite  fcheme,  and,  as  it  has  (ince  ap- 
peared, to  induce  the  legiflature  to  interfere 
in  the   alteration  of  our  church  government 
and  difcipline,   by  "infilling  on  our  bifliops 
**  dropping  their  confecration  oath,  and  even 
"making  this  a  condition  of  the  toleration 
"  to  be  granted*,"  which  toleration  we  were 
then  in  expe£lation  of,  he  took  infinite  pains 
to  prove  that  our  prefent  ecclefiaftical  fupe- 
riors  had  "  fworn  fealty  to  a  foreign  prelatet," 

edition,/,  23.  in  which  he  gives  us  to  underftand,  that 
he  never  before  heard  of  a  fmgle  fufFrage  of  the  London 
Clergy  in  favour  of  any  other  perfon  than  the  gentleman 
alluded  to.  He  has  alfo  in  his  errata  w^ithdrawn  that 
other  falfe  affertion  concerning  the  catholic  laity,  namely 
that  their  opinion  ivas  colleSled  on  this  bufmefs  :  but  in 
withdrawing  the  error  he  has  at  the  fame  time  deftroyed 
the  fenfc  of  the  paflage. 

*  Further  Cofijiderations,  pages  81,  82. 

+  Ibid,  pf  25. 

that 
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that  the   allegiance  here   fpokenof"is  of  a 
**  temporal  nature*/*  and  "  perre6lly  incom^ 
"  paiible  with  the  duty  which  bifliops  owe  to 
"the   church,  and  with    the  allegiance  which 
**  they  owe  to  the  governnaent  of  their  coun. 
**  tryt."      This  democratic  and   fcbifmatical 
publ, cation,   being    intended  to    produce  an 
important  practical    efFe6l  upon   the   clergy^ 
was  not  left  to  the  cafual  channel  of  circular 
tion  by  fale,  but,  like  other  works  of  the  fame 
fpirit   in   politics,  was  gratuitoufly  diftributed 
amongft  thofe  gentlemen  to  whom  it  was  ad- 
dreCIed.     The   fuccefs   however  of  this  crude 
cflay  of  lay    theology,   upon   men   who  had 
fpent  years  in  the  attainment  of  this  fcience, 
was  far  from  being  anfwerable  to  the  writer's 
expe8ations.     For  though  a  few,  either  from 
ignorance  or  lefs  excufable  caufes,  mutterejl 
their  approbation  of  this  felf-taught  divine'^ 
produdion,inhniiely  the  greater  part  of  them 
expreifed  their  indignant  furprize  at  ihe  open 
attempt  that  was  made  to  feparate  (hem  from 
the  faith  and  communion  of  the  church,  and 
ill  the  Ihort  fpace  of  a  month  or  two,  four  fe-. 
veral  confutations  of    the  layman's    addrefs 
■were  publiihed  by  different  clergymen.     It 


P.  33. 34.  +^-35- 
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would  take  up  too  much  time,  and  perhaps 
confufe  the  fubjeft,  to  review  each  of  thefc 
anfwers.  1  ftiall  therefore  content  myfelfwiih 
a  few  ftri6ures  on  that  which  I  may  be  fuppo- 
fed  to  know  the  moft  of,  and  which  has  (ince 
been  followed  up  in  a  regular  train  of  contro- 
verfy*. 

The  publication,  I  havejuft  mentioned, 
pointed  out  the  dreadful  confequences  of  fup- 
pofing  that  the  mode  which  has  hitherto  been 
followed,  in  the  appointment  of  our  bifiiops, 
is  uncanonical,  and  that  their  authority  at 
prefent,  "  is  delegated  by  one  who  has  no 
•*  pretenfions  to  exercife  fuch  an  aft  of  pow* 
•*  ert :"  as,  in  this  cafe,  it  would  follow  that 
there  was  not  an  atom  of  lawful  mifiion  or  of 
valid  jurifdidion  in  preaching  the  gofpel,  and 
adminiftering  the  facraments,  in  the  whole, 
body  of  the  Englifh  catholic  clergy  J.  It  re- 
marked on  the  fchifm  involved  in  the  lay- 
man's propofal,  by  the  tenor  of  which  we  ,were 
not  only  to  have  appointed  our  own  bifhops, 
but  alfo  to  have  ere6led  diocefes  for  thefe  bi- 


*  The  Clergyman* s  Afifwer  to  the  Laymnn's  Letter  tn  the 
cppmntment  of  bijhops.  By  the  Re'v.  J.  M.  July  1 ,  1 790. 
+  The  Layman's  firji  Letter,  Second  tditrm,  p.  22. 
%  The  Clergyman's  dnfwer, p.  6. 

fliops 
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fhops  to  govern*.  It  fliewcd,  by  many  ftrik- 
ing  inllances  and  teftirnonies  colle6ed  from 
different  ages,  that  the  difcipline  of  the  an- 
cient church  was  not  tha  which  the  laymaii 
had  reprefented  it  to  be,  and  with  regard  to 
our  own  church,  in  particular,  it  proved  that 
no  onebifliop  in  this  kingdom,  from  the  days 
of  St.  Auguftine  down  to  the  prefent  day,  was 
ever  eleQed  or  appointed  in  conformity  with 
the  three  grand  rules  which  our  lay  divine  had 
difcovered,  and  reprefented  as  of  equal  force 
in  ancient  and  in  modern  timest.  It  clearly 
fhewed  the  impoflibility  of  reducing  the  lay- 
man's fyftem  to  praftice,  if  it  were  lawful,  and 
its  irrelevancy  to  our  fituation,  which  is  that 
ofamiffion  and  not  an  eftabliflied  church  J, 
Finally  itvindicated,  by  both  intrinfic  and  ex- 
trinfic  proofs,  the  bifliops  confecration  oath 
from  the  forced  and  malicious  conftruftions 
which  the  layman  had  put  upon  it§  j  and  con- 
cluded with  referring  to  the  edifying  and  apof- 
tolical  lives  and  conduQ  of  thofe  whom  the 
head  of  the  church  has  uniformly  appointed 

*  The  Clergyman'' s  Anfwer,  p.  6. 

+  Ibid. pages  12,  13.     See alf a  Layman  sfirjl  letter,  pages 
14,  16.  Second  edition, 

X  Pages  13,  14,  i^,  16,  l^c,  j  P.ig,  ^c. 

to 
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to  be  our  fuperiors,  in  order  to  demonftrate 
how  little  reafon  there  was  for  us  to  com- 
plain, or  to  attempt  innovations.,  and  with  a 
hint  alfo  of  the  danger  to  be  apprehended 
from  the  fyftem  in  queftion,  by  the  eftabliflied 
church  no  lefs  than  by  our  own*.  In  examin- 
ing  the  authortties  on  which  the  layman  had 
grounded  the  main  part  of  this  fyftem,  1  ex- 
prefled  my  furprize  that  fo  many  of  them  fiiould 
be  found  which  clearly  depofed  againft  it. 
Jn  faft  there  is  not  one  of  them  all  that  proves 
the  point  which  it  is  brought  to  prove,  and  the 
greater  part  of  them  are  adduced  by  the  moft 
learned  canonifts  in  fupport  of  the  oppofite 
fyftem  to  that  which  is  maintained  by  our  lay- 
mant. 

In  return,  the  layman  (ftarting  however 
into  a  more  dignified  and  menacing  form  at 
the  touch  of  certain  reproaches  on  the  dif- 
guife  he  had  affumed,  which  were  contained  in 
the  anfwer  above  quoted)  put  forth  a  pamphlet 
of  more  than  two  hundred  pages  J,  in  which 

*  Pages  24,  25,  ^c.  » 

+  Pages  z,  3,  8,  9,  10,  yc. 

+  A  fecond  Letter  addriffedto  the  catholic  clergy  of  England 
•«  the  appointment  of  hiJhopSy  in  nuhich  the  ahjeilions  to  the 
firji  letter  are  anfiuered.  By  John  Throckmorton,  Efq.  Nov. 
17,1790.. 

C  profe  fling 


profeflTing  on  one  hand,  "to  weigh  the  proofs 
"  that  had  been  advanced  againft  his  former 
"  pofiiions*,"  he  never  fo  much  as  notices  the 
mofl  weighty  amongft  them,  fuch,  for  example, 
as  that  which  is  drawn  from  the  alledged  in- 
competency of  the  Pope  todelegate  his  power  to 
our  prefent  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors;  and  engag- 
ing,on  theother,  to*'  forbear  touching  upon  any 
*'  extraneous  mattert,"  he  has  filled  his  book 
with  vague  abufe  of  the  paftors  of  his  church 
in  their  feveral  degrees,  and  'of  the  Englifh 
Catholics  who  lived  in  t*he  two  laft  centuries, 
with  vindications  of  the  oaths  of  fupremacy, 
and  of  King  James's  oath  of  allegiance,  and 
with  a  variety  of  other  matter  totally  foreign 
to  the  queftion  in  debate.  In  what  he  faid 
upon  the  fubje6l  of  the  appointment  ofbifhops 
he  purfued  his  former  plan,  in  running  over 
again  every  paflage  he  had  produced  in  his 
former  pamphlet,  and  increafing  their  number 
with  as  many  more  as  came  to  his  hand,  in 
which  any  mention  was  made  of  the  clergy  and 
people  having,  in  the  early  ages,  taken  a  part 
in  the  appointment  of  bifhops  ;  but  without 
inquiring  from  whence  this  privilege  was  de- 
rived, or  examining  of  what  precife  weight 


•  Ibid,  f,  I,  •  Ibid. 

this 
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this  concurrence  was ;  much  lefs  without  prov- 
ing that  the  difcipline  of  the  church,  fifteen 
centuries  ago,  has  force,  at  this  {day,  againft 
her  prcfent  univcrfal  pra6lice.  It  was  not 
however  our  layman's  bufinefs  to  throw  light 
on  the  fubjeQ;  of  epifcopacy,  had  it  been  in 
his  power,  but  rather  to  confufe  it,  and  by 
vague  and  popular  declamations,  to  ftimulaie 
the  clergy,  without  further  inquiry,  than  as  to 
the  inclination  of  certain  perfons  of  the  laity, 
haftily  to  adopt  his  favorite  meafuie,  which 
would  at  once  have  torn  us  from  the  centre  of 
unity,  and  from  all  the  churches  in  commu- 
nion with  it  throughout  the  world.  In  this 
fecond  letter  he  ventured  a  ftep  further  than 
he  had  done  in  his  firft,  and  with  the  fame 
confidence,  with  which  he  had  before  cited  the 
ancient  fathers,  as  being  favorable  to  his  fyf- 
lem,  he  then  ventured  to  boaft  of  the  fupport 
of  modern  canonifts,  as  dcpofing  againll  the 
difcipline  of  the  times  in  which  they  lived. 
He  often  brings  forward  the  name  of  Fleury, 
as  that  of  an  ally  :  and  ranging  in  the  front  of 
his  battle  "  CabafTutius,  Van  Efpen,  De  Marca, 
"  Thomaffin,  Natalis  Alexander,  Lanoy,  Sar- 
"  pi  and  Bingham,"  he  exultingly  exclaims, 
"  With  fuch  auxiliaries   it  is  not  unpleafant 

C  2  to 
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**  to  combat,  and  it  is  not  eafy   to  be  de- 
'*  feated*. 

This  appeal  to  the  modern  divines  and  ca- 
nonifts  gave  me  pleafure,  becaufe  it  contra6i- 
ed  the  field  of  combat  within  narrower  limits, 
and  afforded  the  profpcft  of  a  much  fpeedier 
iffue  to  our  combat.  I  had  proved  tlie  lay- 
man's mifreprefentations  of  the  fathers  and 
councils,  as  far  as  the  bounds  of  my  former 
work  gave  me  leave,  and  I  had  abundant  ma- 
terials in  readinefs  ftill  more  clearly  and  amply 
to  demonftrate  the  fame,  in  the  work  I  had 
then  in  hand.  Still  however  I  was  fcnfible  of 
the  difficulty  of  cutting  off  all  means  of  efcape 
or  fubterfuge  to  a  fubtile  and  litigious  con- 
trovertift  in  difcuffing  the  leftimonies  of  an- 
cient authors,  who  only  treated  the  fubjeft  in 
debate  incidentally,  and  who,  writing  before 
any  controverfy  had  been  moved  concern- 
ing it,  fometimes  ufed  words  in  an  equi- 
vocal and  undetermined  fenfet:  whereas  the 
modern  divines  and  canonifts  of  reputation 
treating,  as  they  do,  projejfcdly  the  fubje6l  in 
debate,  analyzing  it  in  a  regular  manner,  de- 
fining the  meaning  of  the  feveral  terms  they 

'•  Appendix  to  the  fecond  letter,  p.  lxi«  ^ pajim. 

'     +  bee  this  proved  from   Thomaflin,  p.  20.  of  Tbt 

Dhiiae  ri^bt  ef  EfifcoJ>acj, 

make 
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make  ufe  of,  and  quoting  and  difcufling  every 
authority  that  can  be  collefted  relative  to  it, 
from  the  infancy  of  the  church  down  to  the 
prefent  times,  cannot  fail  of  giving  clear  and 
poGtive  evidence,  both  as  to  the  ancient  and  the 
modern  difcipline  of  the  church,  whenever,  as 
in  the  prefent  cafe,  the  parties  are  pledged  to 
abide  by  it.  1  was  therefore  at  the  pains  of 
making  ample  extrafts  from  the  fix  firft  of  the 
abovementioned  authors*:  Lanoy*s  works  I 
was  not  poffeCTed  of  j  befides  I  knew  him  to  be 
a  writer  who  affeQed  fingularity  on  every  fub- 
jeft,  and  who  had  been  cenfured  for  feme  of 
his  opinions;  with  Sarpi  and  Bingham  I  had 
nothing  to  do,  as  they  were  not  catholics. 

By  the  teftimony  of  thefe  canonifts,  and 
by  the  authorities  which  they  produce,  I  de- 
monftratively  fliewed  that  the  interference  of 
the  clergy  and  people  in  the  appointment  of 
bilhops,  was  a  mere  privilege  which  the  church 
conferred,  enlarged,  difpenfed  with,  and  took 
away,  or  transferred  into  other  hands  as  {he 
found  convenient  by  her  councils,  by  the  or-, 
dinances  of  her  chief  pallor,  and  by  her  Hand- 
ing praftice,  a  fhort  fyftematic  hiftory  of 
which  changes  I  there  laid  down.  Hence  I 
fhewed  that  an  ecclefiaftic,  who  was  ele£ted, 

*  Jbid,  //.  22,  2$,  ^c.  •• 
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prefented,  or  nominated  to  a  bifhopric,  never 
had  any  more  authority,  in  ecclefiaftical  mat- 
ters, than  he  had  before  fuch  formality  pafTed; 
but  that  the  inftant  he  was  confirmed  or  infti- 
tuted,  by  due  and  valid  ecclefiaftical  autho- 
rity, to  be  the  bifhop  of  any  portion  of  the 
flock,  he  became  pofl'efTed  of  full  ecclefiaftical 
jurifdi6lion  over  the  faid  portion  of  the  flock 
or  diocefe,  independantly  of  all  ele6lion,  or 
prefentation  whatfocver.  Hence  alfo  I  proved 
that  the  voices  and  interference  of  the  clergy 
and  people,  of  the  cathedral  chapters  and  of 
the  different  fovereigns,  in  the  bufinefs  of 
appointing  biftiops,  by  whatever  names  fuch 
interference  has  been  called,  whether  by 
that  of  choice^  deEliorit  prefentation^  or  nomi" 
natioTiy  has  ever  been,  and  is  ftill  barely  tef- 
timonial  and  recommendatory f  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  parties  bore  witnefs  to  the  merits  of 
the  future  bifhop,  and  requefted  that  he  might, 
by  due  ecclefiaftical  authority,  be  placed  over 
them  :  I  proved,  I  fay,  that  their  voices  and 
interference  were  nothing  more  than  this,  be- 
caufe,  in  faft,  they  could  be  nothing  more: 
inafmuch  as  whatever  Q]Ce  the  bifliop  eleft 
was  pofTefled  of,  he  derived  from  a  divine 
commiffion,  conferred  upon  him  by  ihofe,  who 
thenifelves  were  pofleficd  of  it,  and  who  de- 
rived 
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rived  it,  by  a  perpetual  fucceffion,  from  the 
apodles  and  from  Chrift.  With  refpett  to 
the  prefent  difcipline  of  the  church,  concerning 
the  principal  iubje6l  in  debate,  I  proved,  by 
the  moft  clear  and  unequivocal  tellimonies  of 
thefe  learned  canonifts,  that  the  church  ac- 
knowledges no  authority  but  in  the  Pope 
alone  for  conferring  epifcopal  jurifdi6lion, 
whether  it  be  that  this  right  has  devolved  to 
him  from  the  councils  and  metropolitans, 
which  at  certain  periods  exercifed  it,  as  cer- 
tain divines  teach,  or  whether  he  has  only 
refumed  his  original  right,  as  others  maintain, 
and  as  the  learned  Pius  himfelf  intimates  in 
one  of  his  late  briefs*.  Hence  they  unani-. 
moufly  teach  us  that  the  Pope  alone,  at  pre- 
fent, inftitutes  and  appoints  all  the  bifhops  in 
the  church,  by  the  bulls  which  he  addrelfes  to 
ihemt:  on  the  receipt  of  which,  and  not  be- 

*  Jpril  13,  1791. 

+  The  form  bjr  which  all  the  bifhops  in  the  church 
arc  now  conSrmed  befpeaks  her  belief  in  this  particular, 
and  may  be  feen  in  Van  Efpen,  p.  i.  tit.  14.  c.  4.  "  Aucr 
•*  toritate  Dei  omnipoteotis  &  B.  Apoftolorum  Petri  ^ 
**  Pauli  ac  noftra,  Ecclcfiam  N  dc  perfona  N  provide- 
•*  mus  ipfumvjiic  illi  in  Epifcopura  prseficimus  &  Pafto- 
"  rem,  curam  &  adminiftrationem  ipfmseidem  in  fpiri- 
"  tualibus  k  temporaiibus  committendo.*' 

fore. 


r  '6  ] 

fore,  they  are  competent  to  exercife  6r  dele- 
gate, as  v/ell  before  as  after  confecration,  eve- 
ry part  of  epifcopal  jurifdi6lion.  In  fliort,  I 
pointed  out  the  exaQ  refemblance  that  exifts 
between  our  Layman's  fyftem,  in  all  its  lead- 
ing features,  and  that  invented  by  certain  un- 
chrillian  laymen  in  a  neighbouring  kingdom, 
for  the  exprefs  purpofe,  as  the  Pope  afferts  ♦, 
"  of  utterly  deftroying  in  it  the  Catholic  Re- 
**  ligion ;"  and  I  demonftrated  that  by  adopt- 
ing the  Layman's  propofal,  we  fhould  have 
incurred  the  manifold  guilt  of  fchifm ;  ift,  In 
arrogating  to  ourfelves  the  right  of  choofing 
bifhops,  without  being  veiled  with  the  fmal- 
left  authority  from  the  church  for  this  pur- 
pofe. 2dly,  "In  refifting  the  Pope's  claim t," 
acknowledged  by  general  councils,  of  inter- 
fering in  this  bufinefs.  3dly,  In  attributing  a 
jurifdiftion  to  fuch  democratic  bifliops,  fome 
of  whom,  in  the  Layman's  fyftem,  would  have 
received  no  confirmation  at  all,  and  the  reft 
none  that  was  canonical  or  valid.  And  4thly, 
In  the  unheard  of  attempt  of  a  few  miffion- 
aries  and  lay-perfons  to  ereft  four  regular 
diocefes  in  this  kingdom,  coextenfive  with  the 
prefcnt  diftrifts.  I  fay  nothing  here  of  my  an- 

•  Ibid,  +  Lajman's  %  Let,  f.  52. 
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.fwer  to  ttie  other  parts  of  the  Layman's  fecorid 
,|)amphlet,  ej^cept  that  it  appears  by  his  fubfe- 
jquent  ftyle  of  writing,  and  the  reprifals  he  en- 
ideavours  to  make,  that  what  was  then  faid  was 
j)ot  foreign  to  the  purpofe. 

My  antagonift  being  unable  to  defend  the 
ground  he  had  taken,  and  probably  not  hav- 
ing been  aware  at  fetting  out,  either  of  the 
nature  and  confequences  of  his  own  fyftem, 
iOY  of  the  indignation  with  which  it  would  be 
^generally  received  by  that  learned  and  zeal- 
ous body  of  men  to  whom  it  was  addreffed, 
"iiad  now  no  other  refource  than  to  cry  out 
•that  he  was  calumniated.  This  he  accord- 
ingly did,  in  a  third  pamphlet  which  he  after- 
•ward  publifhed*;  in  which,  after  complain- 
ing that  "a  fyftem  has  been  dreffed  up  and 
**  attributed  to  him ;  but  fo  transformed  that 
"  he  could  not  difcover  his  own  fentiments  in 
"  any  part  of  it  t;"  and  after  maintaining  that 
he  never  either  gave  that  authority  to  the  voices 
of  the  clergy  and  people,  or  denied  it  to  the 
confirmation  of  the  bifhops,  which  had  been 
afcribed  to  him,  with  a  few  vague  and  incon- 

*  J  Letter,  ^c  fecond  edition^  to  luhkh  are  added 
further  Conjiderations  on  the  fame  Suhje£i,  ^c,  hy  Sir  John 
^hrcchnorton,  Bart, 

+  Ihid.  /.  41. 
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clufive  ftri6ljres  on  thcfe  rubje6ls,  accompa- 
nied with  a  repetition  of  all  he  had  iaid  againft 
the  Pope's  claim  to  give  inftitution,  he  haft- 
ened  to  his  favorite  topi' s  of  vilifying  and 
calumniating  the  prefentecclefiaflical  govern- 
ment, and  the  refpe6lable  and  edifying  perfo- 
nages  who  are  at  the  head  of  it,  nnd  of  raking 
in  the  afhes  of  our  venerable  and  faint-likc 
predeceffor?,  whofe  only  fault,  in  his  eyes,  has 
been  their  zeal  to  tranfmit  our  holy  religion 
untainted  down  to  us,  for  matter  which  he  can 
conjure  into  treafon  and  wickednefs. 

But  to  return  to  our  main  fubjeft,  our 
Layman  being  confronted  with  his  own  boaft- 
ed  auxiliaries,  Fleury,  CabafTutius,  Van  Ef- 
pen,  De  Marca,  ThomaRinus,  Natalis  Alex- 
ander, to  whom  I  added  the  celebrated  Bifhop 
of  Meaux,  now  affe6ls  to  make  light  of  the 
authority  of  thefe  "  modern  canonifts,"  who, 
he  informs  us,  "are  of  little  confequcnce  in 
"  proving  what  the  difcipline  of  the  church 
*'  is  in  our  fituaiion,  and  who  all  agree,"  he 
has  the  confidence  to  affcrt,  "  that  for  many 
*'  ages  it  was  fuch  as  he  reprefented  it  *.'* 
Before  I  proceed  I  cannot  help  making  one 
or  two  remarks  on  this  aukward  attempt  of 

•  Ibid.  /.  73. 
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the  Layman  to  get  rid  of  his  own  auxiliaries; 
for  if  ihefe  modern  canonifts  are  of  little  weight, 
with  refpeUto  our  fUuatioriy  why  did  he  oftenta- 
tioufly  appeal  to  them,  and  fo  often  refer  the 
reader  to  them  ?  For  amongft  other  palTages 
of  his,  to  the  fame  efFe6l,  I  have  now  under 
my  eye  the  following.     "  If  the  reader  wiflies 
"  any  further  proof  of  the  difcipline  of  the 
"  church  leing  fuch  as  I  have  reprcfented  it, 
"  he   may  confult   Calajjutius,  Not.    Eccl.  p, 
'*  16,  loo,  (^c.    Van  EfpeUy  Jus  Eccl.  v.  1.  p. 
"  85?,  Sfeq.   and  Fleury  Hijl.  Eccl.  pajfim  *." 
Befidcs   it  is  notorious  that  the  Layman  has 
no  other  pretext  whatfoever  for  infilling  on 
the  change  of  our  ecclefiallical  government, 
except  by  reprefenting  it  as  contrary  to  the 
general  and  aclual  difcipline  of  the  church,  of 
which  thefe  canonifts  are  the  avowed  inter- 
preters.    On  the  other  hand,  to  judg^  with 
what  good  faith  the  Layman  could  affert  "  that 
"  all  thefe  modern  canonifts  agree   that  for 
**  many  ages  the  difcipline  of  the  church  was 
**  fuch  as  he  has  reprefented  it,"  the  reader  is 
invited  to  turn  back  to  the  few  extrafts  which 
the  Clergyman  has  cholen  amongft  the  thou- 
fands  that  prefented  themfelves  of  equal  force, 

•  I  Let.  f.  15, 
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in  his  notes  on  the  Divine  Right  of  Epifco-! 
pacy,  and  to  which  the  Layman  aftually  al2 
ludcs  in  the  paffage  above  quoted.  There  ht 
will  find  a  Fleury  teaching  that  "  the  choice 
**  of  a  bilhop  was  made  in  the  firft  ages  of  the 
*'  church  by  the  neighbouring  bi/liops  with  the 
"  advice  of  the  clergy  and  people,  &c.*'  *  :  a 
Van  Efpen  maintaining  that  in  ihofe  times 
when  the  church  conjented  to  hear  the  clergy  and 
people  in  the  ele6lion  of  their  bifhop,  and  al- 
lowed them  "to  take  part  in  the  fame,  it 
**  neverthelefs  decreed  that  the  metropolitan 
"  and  provincial  prelates  fhould  have  the 
**  principal  part  in  this  important  eleftion,  and 
"  that  the  hijhop  Jhould  properly  be  eleBed  and 
"  appointed  by  them .....  that  this  eleftion  by 
**  clergy  and  people  did  not  coftfer  any  real 
**  right  ft  but  was  a  mere  requejl  of  the  clergy 
"  and  people,  &:c.  J":  In  fhort,  he  will 
hear  the  learned  Thomaflinus  exprefsly  teach- 
ing that  in  the  eleflion  of  bifhops,  at  the 
time  we  are  fpeaking.  of,  *^  the  biJJiops  chofe  and 
♦^  the  people  approved  the  choice,  and  in  this  fenfe 
♦*  the  people  may  be  faid  themfelves  to  have 

*   J).  R,  f.    22, 

+  Nullum  Jus  ad  rem, 

X  F.  I.  tit.  13.  c.  I.  art.  8,  i{ 
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**  chofcn*.*'  I  omit  the  other  authorities  to 
the  fame  purpofe  which  I  there  brought  for- 
ward, but  I  cannot  help  adding  in  the  notes 
one  which  I  overlooked  from  the  author  oC 
whofe  fupport  the  Layman  more  confident- 
ly boads  than  that  of  any  other  canoniA  whom- 
foevert. 

I  dated 

•  L.  2.  c.  1.  Difcip,  Eccl. 

+  **  Quod  attinet  ad  eleftiones,  antiqulffima  fane, 
'*  atque  ab  initio  receptiflima  eligendorum  epifcoporum 
''  forma  haec  fait,  ut  omnes  epifcopi  provinciae  in  unum 
•*  convenientes,  novum  crearont  ecelefias  viduats  antiffe- 
**  tem,  accedente  fleh'f  tejiimmio,  &  univerfi  cleri,  aut 
*•  najoris  ejus  partis,  confenfu,  ut  teftatur  Cyprianus. 
**  Ep.  68,  &C."  Cahajfut.  Nttit.  Concil,  cap.  Ixxxix.  I 
have  already  contrafted  Dvvine  Right,  fp.  40,41.  the  real 
4o6lrine  of  this  learned  canonift  on  fome  leading  points 
in  debate  with  the  Layman's  bold  appeals  to  his  autho- 
rity. For  example,  the  former  teaches  that  "  he  who  is 
**  chofen  or  nominated  biftiop  cannot  exercife  any  fpi- 
•'  ritual  jurifdi(fHon  until  ke  be  confirmed  hy  the  Holy  See, 
**  But  as  foon  as  he  is  inftituted  and  confirmed  by  the 
•*  Pope,  although  he  be  not  yet  confecrated,  he  can  per- 
**  form  every  thing  that  relates  to  jurifdiftion."  Cahajfut, 
Theor.  W  Frax.  I.  1.  c,  7.  §  7.  See  alfe  /.  4.  c.  i.  §  lO, 
&c.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Layman  by  way  of  clear- 
ing himfelf  from  the  guilt  of  fchifm  exclaims,  *'  Nothing 
**  has  been  enforced  by  me  refpefting  the  eledion  of 
**  bifliops  which  is  not  with  equal  or  greater  ftrefs  en- 
'•  forced  by  Cabaffutius;  yet  he  delivered  thefe  fenii- 

**  menti 


I  ftatcd  above  that  my  antagoniil,  in  his 
lad  woik,  accufed  me  of  having  mifreprefent- 
cd  and  calumniated  his  fyftem,  and  I  fincerely 
wifh  he  had  proved  his  point,  and  reduced  me ' 
to  the  neceflity  of  making  my  amende  honorable 
to  him  in  the  face  of  the  public,  being  con- 
vinced that  my  perfonal  difgrace  would  hav« 
been  richly  repaid  to  the  church,  of  which  I 
am  a  minifter,  by  the  advantage  of  his  ortho- 
doxy being  proved  and  eftablifhcd.  I  fhould 
have  been  content  even  that,  upon  the  clear 
proofs  exhibited  of  the  heterodoxy  and  fchif- 
malical  nature  of  his  fyftem,  he  had  ftood 
forward  and  given  any  kind  of  an  orthodox 
explanation  of  it.  However  forced  and  ill- 
reafoned  this  might  have  been,  I  fhould  not 
have  taken  advantage  of  it,  but  ftiould  have 
fincerely  rejoiced  at  the  loft  fheep*s  being 
returned  to  the  fold,  and  fhould  have  au- 
gured ample  amends  to  the  caufe  of  religion 

**  nients  when  profcflbr  of  the  canon  law  in  the  tcrrito- 
**  ries  of  the  Pope.  If  there  be  that  venom  of  fchifm, 
"  which  Mr.  Milner  thinks  he  perceives  in  ray  letter, 
"  how  came  it  that  this  author  fhould  enjoy  emolument! 
•*  from  the  Holy  See  ?"  2  Le/,  //.  29,  30.  And  again, 
'•  Cabaffutius  does  not  in  any  place  infinuatc  that  the 
**  Pope  has  a  right  to  the  confirmation,  much  Icfs  to  thft 
*•  nomination  of  bifhops,"    J6id.  /.  Ivi, 

from 
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ft-om  a  right  ufe  of  the  advantages  which  pro- 
vidence has  conferred  upon  this  Gentleman, 
for  all  the  fcaiidal  and  detriment  to  fouls, 
which  a  mifapplication  of  them  has  occalion- 
cd.  But  alas!  like  the  innovators  of  former 
times,  inftead  of  ftarting  back  with  horror  at 
the  deformity  and  fatal  confequences,  which 
the  analyfis  of  his  fyftem  exhibits,  his  only 
endeavour  is  how  to  hide  them  from  the  pub- 
lic view.  Inftead  of  retraBing  any  part  of 
his  fchifmatical  fyftem,  inftead  of  qualifying 
it,  or  fubmitting  it  to  the  judgment  and  dcci- 
fion  of  any  tribunal  in  the  church,  or  even  of 
any  body  of  divines,  he  repeats  his  call  upon 
us  to  "dare  to  ele6l"  regular  bifhops  for 
ourfelves,  and  thereby  to  ered  fees  for  them 
to  govern,  to  get  fuch  bifhops  confirmed  by 
the  firft  prelate  that  is  willing  to  charge  his 
confcience  with  fuch  an  impious  mockery, 
and  to  acknowledge  others  without  even  the 
pretenfion  of  a  confirmation,  to  deny  the  au- 
thority of  our  prefent  paftors,  and  to  refift: 
that  right,  which  the  Pope  exercifes  in  every 
part  of  the  catholic  church,  of  appointing  its 
bilhops,  to  purfue  every  meafure  which  has 
plunged  the  French  nation  into  fchifm,  and 
to  do  all  this  upon  the  ftrength  of  his  unau- 
thorized   expofition    of    church    diicipliue* 

H»wevcr, 
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However,  as  the  Layman  endeavours  to  cloak 
his  fyftem,  and  to  palm  it  upon  us  in  difguife, 
the  caufe  of  orthodoxy  and  unity  requires 
that  I  (hould  prove  my  feveral  alTertions  by 
exhibiting  it  in  its  true  light:  for  this  pur- 
pofe  it  will  be  neceffary,  after  recapitulating 
vhat  has  been  fhewn  to  be  the  true  do6lrine 
of  the  church,  on  the  feveral  heads  in  debate, 
to  colleft  the  fcattered  paffages  in  my  adver- 
sary's writings  upon  each  of  them.  By  the 
help  of  this  comparative  view  it  will  be  eafy 
for  the  reader  to  decide,  whether  I  am  guilty 
of  calumniating  the  layman's  theology,  or  he 
of  inculcating  fchifm  and  herefy. 

In  order  to  obtain  clear  and  precife  no^ 
tions  upon  any  complex  fubjeft,  as  is  this  of 
epifcopacy,  it  is  neceffary  to  analyze  it,  and 
examine  it  in  its  feveral  parts. 

It  is  certain^  then,  to  adopt  the  words  of 
a  celebrated  canonift,  that  "  God  has  con- 
•*  ferred  a  twofold  power  upon  the  prelates 
"  of  his  church;  that  of  order  and  that  of 
"  jurifdzBion,  The  power  of  order  relates  to 
"  the  performing  and  adminiftcring  the  facra^ 
"  ments  of  the  church.  The  power  of  jurif- 
**  diclion  relates  to  decifions,  cither  in  the 
•*  inward  tribunal  of  the  foul,  or  in  the  out- 
•*  ward  tribunal,  where  queftions  coiKerning 

ccclc- 
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■"  ecclefiaftical  perfons  and  things  are  deter- 
f^  mined,  both  branches  of  which  jurifdiQio^ 
"  the  prelates  of  the  church  have  receiv- 
^*  ed  from  God*.'* — Thefe  two  powers,  as 
this  canonift,  in  common  with  others,  fhews, 
may,  and  frequently  do  exift  apart.  A  bifliop 
may  be  validly  confecrated  and  poflefs  the 
full  power  of  order,  without  poflefCng  an  atom 
of  jurifdiftion,  as  is  the  cafe  with  the  fchifraa- 
tical  bifhops  in  France.  On  the  other  hand, 
**  a  bifhop  ele6l,  who  is  appointed  by  the  Pope 
**  to  a  certain  diocefe,  and  confirmed  by  him, 
**  though  he  be  not  yet  confecrated,  has  the 
f*  power  of  the  exterior  tribunal,  which  he 
**  can  immediately  exercife,  in  perfon,  by 
**  excommunicating,  fufpending,  interdicting, 
"  depofing,  &c.  as  likewife  of  the  interior 
**  tribunal,  which  though  he  cannot  exercife, 
"  in  perfon,  if  he  be  not  a  prieft,  he  can  ftill 
*'  exercife  by  his  delegates t."  Concerning 
the  manner  of  conferring  the  power  of  epifcO" 
pal  order  there  is  no  queftion  ;  it  can  only  he 
conferred  by  a  bifliop,  and  it  may  be  validly 
conferred  by  any  biJJiop;  though  certainly  wn- 
eanonically  and  Jacrilegiou/ly^  if  there  be  not  a 

*  CabafT.  Theor.  &  Prax.  1.  4.  c.  I.  §6. 
+  Ibid.  ^  10,  $ic, 
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due  ecclefiaflical  authority,  that  is  to  fay,  by 
the  prcfcnt  church  laws,  if  there  be  not  an 
aftual  commiffion  from  the  head  of  the  church, 
for  this  purpofe  *.  The  whole  difpute  then 
relates  to  the  manner  and  neceflary  conditions 
t)f  conferring  the  power  of  epi [copal  jurifdiC' 
iicn.  Now,  it  having  been  flicwn  that  the 
inferior  clergy  and  laity  have,  at  different 
limes,  and  in  different  ways,  taken  a  part  iiL 
this  important  tranfaftion,  whether  by  the  po- 
pular oi  the  capitular  ele6lions,  as  they  are 
called,  or  by  the  nomination  to  bifhoprics 
which  the  flates  or  fovereign,  have  fometimes 
enjoyed ;  the  firft  point  thai  prefents  it- 
felf  to  our  inquiry  is  by  what  right  the  faid 
clergy  and  laity  have  interfered  in  this  bu- 
linefs,  that  is  to  fay,  whether  by  a  divine 
and  effential  right,  or  by  a  mere  ecclefiaftical 
^regulation  and  temporary  permiffion  ?  as  alfa 
of  what  weight  and  confequence  this  inter- 
ference is,  and  has  been,  whether  exercifed  by 
the  way  of  eleclion  or  of  nomination,  towards 
the  conferring  of  the  epifcopal  jurifdidion,  or 

*  See  fhe  pontifical  </<•  covjecr.  eUcli,  where,  at  the 
very  bi'ginning  of  the  ceremony,  the  confecrator  is  in- 
ftrufieJ  to  afx,  when  the  bifhop  elect  is  prefented  to  him, 
llcibeiit  mandatum  ajt'Jioliciim  ?  which  inllrument  is  ac- 
cordingly produced  and  read, 

in 
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in  other  words,  towards  the  appointment  of  a 
lawful  bifhop,  and  what  the  difcipline  of  the 
church,  in  our  circumltances  is,  at  the  prefent 
moment?  In  the  next  place,  whereas  it  has 
been  equally  fhewn  that  the  epifcopal  order 
itfelf  has,  at  all  times,  taken  part  in  the  ap- 
pointment of  bifhops,  by  means  of  a  certain 
rite,  diftinft  from  that  of  confecration,  in 
which  the  power  of  order  is  conferred*,  cal- 
led indifferently  confirmation,  in/litulioTiy  provi" 
fion  or  mij/ion,  which  rite  has  been  fhewn  to 
have  been  at  different  times  exercifed  by  the 
apoftles,  the  great  patriarchs,  the  provincial 
fynods,  the  metropolitans,  and  the  Popes, 
the  next  fubjefl  of  inquiry  will  be,  by  what 
authority,  that  is  to  fay,  whether  by  a  human 
or  divine  authority  they  have  thus  interfered 
in  the  appointment  of  other  bilhops,  and  of 


*  I  am  aware  of  what  canonifts  teach,  that  in  the 
ancient  church,  the  powers  of  order  zndi  juri/diiijon  were 
frequently  conferred  at  the  fame  time.  Or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  ceremoniesof  confirming  and  confecrat- 
ing  the  new  bifhop  were  performed  together  :  llill  how- 
ever the  fame  authors  teach,  what  it  is  an  article  of  faith 
to  believe,  that  the  two  laft  mentioned  are  neceffarily 
diftind  operations  :  in  fatft,  we  know  that  heretofore,  no 
lefs  than  at  prefent,  they  were  frequently  conferred 
apart. 

E  2  what 
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wliat  precife  weight  and  confequence  the  fhi'd 
imerference  is  now,  and  has  been  always  con- 
fidered  ?  I  fhall  then  enter  apart  on  that 
important  queftion,  what  the  difcipline  of  the 
church,  in  this  point,  is  at  prefent,  that  is  to 
fay,  in  what  portion  of  the  prelatic  order  the 
power  of  confirmation  or  inftitution  refides; 
and  whether  it  exclvjively  refides  there. 

With  refpeCi  to  the  fir(t  head  of  inquiry^ 
it  is  certain  that  the  inferior  clergy  and  the 
laity  of  whatever  Jefcription  or  rank,  neither 
have,  nor  ever  had,  any  natural  or  fuperna- 
tural  right  whatever  to  take  part  in  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  biihop  who  is  to  inftru6l  and 
govern  them  in  what  concerns  the  falvation  of 
their  fouls ;  and  that,  in  faft,  fuch  interference 
is  not,  nor  ever  was,  of  effential  confequence 
towards  veiling  fuch  prelates  with  due  autho- 
rity to  govern  the  particular  flock  committed 
to  them ;  but  that  when  and  where  it  has  been 
admitted,  whether  under  the  name  of  elec- 
tion, nomination,  or  whatever  other  name,  it 
has  been  a  mere  privilege  granted  by  the 
church,  and  held  at  her  pleafurej  or,  to  fpeak 
more  properly,  it  has  been  a  regulation  of  dif- 
cipline, by  which  certain  perfons,  as  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  limes  required,  have  been  cal- 
led upon  to  bear  teftimony  to  the  meiits  of 

the 
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the.  cccleGaQical  fuperiors  flie  has  appointed. 
For  we  have  no  natural  rights  in  the  church 
of  Chrift;  all  is  here  of  a  fupernatural  ordet, 
and  the  efFed  of  grace.     "Ye  have  no  great- 
"  er  right/'    fays  the   nervous  Boffuet,  "to 
"  fay  who  fhall  be  the  miniflers  of  Chrift  than 
"  you  have  to  appoint  Chrift  himfelf  to  be 
"  your  king*."     On  the  other  hand,  no  fuch 
right  of  interference  on  the  part  of  the  clergy 
and  laity,  by  virtue  of  a  divine  ordinance,  can 
be  pointed  outj  nor  can  fuch  an  opinion  be 
maintained,  as  has  been  already  proved,  with- 
out the  moft  ruinous  confequences  to  the  whole 
prelatic  order  and  to  the  church  itfelf.     For, 
whereas  it  has  been  proved  that  in  the  ancient 
church,  biftiops  were  frequently  appointed  like 
the  apoftles  themfelves,  without  the  fliadow 
of  any  interference  whatfoever  on  the  part  of 
the  clergy  and  people  t,  and  that  the  ele6lions 
by  clergy  and  people  are,  at  prefent,  baniflied 
from  every  part  of  the  church,  it  is  impoffi-i 
ble  to  alfert  that  fuch  popular  eleBions  were 
appointed  by  Chrift,  or  that  they  convey  to 
the  perfon   eleQed  any  authority  annexed  to 
the  office  of  biftiop  whatfoever,  without  aflert- 
ing  that  the  prelacy  had  been  in  a  thoufand 

*  Var.  /.  15.  \  D.  R,  //.  28;  29. 

inftances 
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inftances  defeflive  and  vitiated  in  ancient 
times,  and  that  it  is  univerfally  fo  at  prefent; 
of  confequence  that  the  church  had  loft  her 
authority,  and  that  the  gates  of  hell  had  pre- 
vailed againft  her.  The  above  fliort  argu- 
ment, without  loading  the  page  with  the  in- 
numerable authorities  the  canonifts  have  heap- 
ed up  for  this  purpofe,  proves  to  demonftra- 
tion  that  the  interference  of  the  clergy  and 
people  in  the  choice  of  their  bifliop,  never 
was  in  the  ftri6l  fenfe  of  the  word,  a  right  *, 
or  the  exercife  of  it  an  ekHion,  in  the  fenfe  of 


*  Nothing  can  more  clearly  fhew  the  miferable 
Ihifts  to  which  my  adverfary  is  reduced,  than  his  catch- 
ing at  the  word  right,  which  I  made  ufe  of  with  refpeft  to 
the  people  of  Beauvais,  where  I  faid,  that,  in  confequence 
of  their  having  violated  the  canons,  **  they  had,"  as 
Hincmar  tells  us,  *•  loft  their  right  of  eleftion."  See  Dt-^ 
•vine Right,  p.  27.  On  this  occafion  the  Layman  exult- 
ingly  cries  out,  '•  They  could  not  loofe  what  they  had 
**  not  been  poffefled  of,  therefore  they  had  a  right  to 
**  choofe  their  bifliops."  See  farther  Objervttiom,  p:  72. 
But  who  does  not  fee,  that  if  the  pradice  in  queftion  was 
an  abfolute  right  and  not  SLprrviUge,  the  people  could  not 
be  deprived  of  it,  and  that  if  their  fufFrages  were  of  any 
real  force,  a  bi(hop  could  not  have  been  appointed  with- 
out them.  The  objeftion  is  further  confuted  by  produ. 
cing  the  original.  •'  Perdiderunt,  inquit  Hincmarus, 
**  elcftionem  fuam  ficut  oftenfum  eft  illis  ia  fyndo."  Set 
VeUarca,  /.  8.  c.  15. 

Englifh* 
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Engllflimen,  who  choofe  their  legiflators, 
much  lefs  an  appointment^  but  that  it  was,  as 
we  have  heard  one  of  the  authors  defining  it, 
"  a  mere  requeft  of  the  clergy  and  people  to 
"  have  the  perfon,  whom  they  moft  approved 
'*  of,  ordained  for  their  biOiop  *." 

It  might  feem  madnefs  in  me  to  undertake 
to  prove  that  the  difcipline  of  the  church, 
with  regard  to  the  interference  of  the  clergy 
and  people,  fuch  as  I  have  proved  it  to  have 
been,  in  the  eleClion  of  bifhops,  is  not  the 
fame  at  the  prefent  day  as  it  was  fifteen  hun- 
dred years  ago,  and  that,  in  faft,  fhe  does  not, 
at  prefent,  call  for  their  colle6live  teftimo- 
nies,  the  imprafticability  of  which  I  have 
proved  beyond  the  poflibility  of  reply,  did 
not  my  adverfary  conftantly  maintain  the  af- 
firmative of  this  quellion:  If  he  does  not 
admit  that  the  pra6tice  of  the  whole  church, 
which  has  laid  afide  thefe  popular  eledions,  is 
a  proof  of  her  a6iual  difcipline,  I  am  at  a  lofs 
to  know  what  proof  will  fatisfy  him.  But  it 
feems  he  requires  the  exprefs  teftimony  of  the 
church  in  fome  later  council  to  prove  that 
the  clergy  and  people  here  in  England  are 
^tiot  obliged  by  the  tenor  of  the  provincial 

•  Van  Efpcn,  p.  i.  tit.  ij, 

councils 
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Coqncils  of  Clermont,  Orleans,  Sec.  held  in 
Uie  iixth  century,  to  aflemble  at  the  deceafe 
of  our  bifhops,  and  to  take  part  in  the  ap-» 
pointment  of  their  fuccefTors*     Let  him  then, 
amongft  others,  look  into  the  fourth  general 
council  of  Lateran,  A-  D.  1215,  in  the  canon 
which  was  exprefsly  made  for  regulating  elec- 
tions*.   There  he  will  find,  not  the  clergy  and 
people  in  general,  but  the  chapters  authorized 
to  give  their  votes,  and  he  will  meet  with  a 
formal  fentence  which  declares  that  "  he  fhall 
"  be  admitted  to  be  the  eleft,  in  whofe  favor 
"  the  greater  and  wifer  part  o/lhe  chapter  fhall 
"  votet."     Let  him  look  into  the  eleventh 
canon  of  the  fifth  general  council  of  Lateran  : 
there  he  will   find  a  formal  approbation  of 
that  regulation  of  the   fupreme   PontiflF,   by 
which  it  was  permitted  to  the  fovereign  of 
France,   inftead  of  the    cathedral   clergy,  to 
recommend  the  bifliops  to  be  appointed  in  his 
dominions.     Let  him,  in  Ihort,  look  into  the 
laft  general  council,  in  the  chapter  relative  to 

•  Can.  24.  Jf  Ele^iottibus. 

+  **  De  eleflionibus  ordinal  ut  uno  ex  his  trihut 
**  modis,  vel  fcrutinio  vel  corapromiflb,  vel  coramuni  in- 
"  fpiratione,  ille  deinum  fit  eledus  in  quem  major  & 
**  fanior  parsf<5r/xVA/;confenferit."  Uid* 

this 
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this  (iibjc6l  *,  there  he  will  find  this  right  ot* 
the  Pope  of  qualifying  perfons  to  vote  or  no- 
minate to  bifhoprics  recognized,  and  the  ex- 
ifting  difcipline  of  the  church,  in  this  point, 
vfhich  was  precifely  the  fame  then  that  it  is 

at  prefent,  appointed  to  continue  t. 

We 

•  Con.  Trident.  SeiT.  zf.  cap.  i.  Ae  ref. 

+  "  Omnes  vero  8c  fingulos  qui  ad  promottonem 

^*»  j^faelciendorarn,  qmdtunque  jus,  quacunjue  rationed  a  feic 

<•*  apijidka  hahenty  aut   alioquin  operaai  fuam  praeftant, 

'  **  nihil  in  iis  pro  prafenti  temporum  ratione  inno'vando,  hor- 

**  tatur  fanfta  (ynodus,  &c."    Ibid. 

5  Now  that  I  am  upon  the  fubjedt  of  the  modern  dif- 

elpllne  of  the  church  concerning  the  appointment  of  bi^ 

(hops,  I  cannot  help  extrafting  a  few  paffages  from  th« 

moft  learned  and  diiFufive  canonift  who  has  treated  thia 

fubje<5t.     They  will  afford    us    another  opportuaity   of 

.  comparing  our  Layman's  dodrine,  in  general,  with  that 

of  one  of  his  boafted  auxiliaries. 

"  Confultius  nihil  fieri  a  nobis  poteft  quam  ut  noC. 
•*  tras  femper  opinioncs  &  voluntates,  linguas,  pennafquc 
•*  aptemus  el  difciplinae,  quae  in  univerfali  viget  ecclefia 
•*  CO  aevo,  quo  nos  fummi  providentia  numinis  collocavit. 
"  Damnanda  funt  femper  abufiones  &  corruptetje  parii- 
**  culares :  at  magni  femper  facienda  eft  univerfalis  dif- 
•*  cip'ina  raoribus  catholicse  ecclefiae  confirmata."  Tho^ 
wajjinust  p.  i.  I.   I.  c.  48. 

**  Si  id  fibi  quifque  fumat,  non  ut  faeculi  fui  legibus 

**  moribufque  vivat,  fed  quibus  volet  prifccrura  faecuio- 

*'  rum,  aftum  eft  de  pace  publica.     Ne  ea  qnidem,  qus 

**  Dcus  olim  ipfe  fub  priori  lege  prasceperat,  innovari  fas 

F  «it. 
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We  proceed  now  briefly  to  inquire  what 
is  the  nature  and  the  effe6ls  of  the  interfe- 
rcnce  of  the  biihop  or  bifliops  who  take  part 
in  the  appointment  of  other  bifhops,  inde- 
pendently of  the  aO;  of  confecration.  On  this 
head  it  has  been  demonftratively  proved,  that 
whatever  authority  a  prelate  is  poflefTed  of,  for 
governing  his  flock  (which  authority  he  en- 
joys in  as  full  an  extent  before  confirmation 
as  afterwards)  he  poflefles  by  means  of  that 
divine  commiflion  he  receives  from  his  own 
order,, called  conjirmation^  injlitution^  mijfion  or 
pr.ovifion*.  "As  heretofore  he,  who  was  eleft- 
"  ed  by  the  clergy  and  people,  or  nominated 
"  by  the  king,  was  not  confidered  as  the  paf- 
"  tor  or  bifhop  of  the  vacant  church,  before 
**  he  was  confirmed  by  the  metropolitan 
"  and  provincial  bifliops,  and  was  ordained 
**  the  paftor  and  bifliop  of  fuch  church ;  fo 
"  neither,  by  the  prefent  canon  law,  can  they, 
"  who  are  elefted  by  the  cathedral  chapters 
"  or  nominated  by   the  kings,  take  any  part 

*'  ell,  poftqiiani  legitima  auftoritate  antiquata  funt.    Aa 

'  **  impune  quis  volet  reducere  canoncs  antiques  rccentio- 

"  rum  conciliorum  ftatutis  obduftos?"    /W.  /.  3.  e.  47, 

**  Infanlre  illud  non  fapere  eft,  conciliorum  gencra- 
*»  Hum  fapientiam  (ux  pjft-habere,  pietatem,  religio- 
•*  nem."    /l,;J.  I.  i.  r.  4. 

•  Sit  Divine  Right,  p.  38.  ^ /^f  • 

"  wkat- 


C  35  ] 
**  whatfoever,  in  the  temporal  or  fpiritiiaJ  ad- 
"  miniftration  of  the  church,  before  their 
confirmationi  is  expedited  .....  It  is  then 
by  means  of  confirmation,  or  of  the  papal 
provifion,  that  a  perfon  is  conftituted  a 
true  pallor  and  bifhop,  and  that  he  becomes 
"  competent  to  exercife  the  whole  paftoral 
**  charge,  in  quality  of  bifhop  and  ordinary 
"  paftor,  as  the  canonifts  teach  with  one 
"  voice.**  Thus  argues  an  auxiliary  of  the 
Layman*.  Several  inftanccs  have  been  al- 
ledged,  in  which,  by  the  common  law,  the  ce- 
remony of  eleflion  was  fet  afide  at  the  very 
times  when  the  ufe  of  it  was  moft  prevalent  t, 
but  never  could  there  be  a  lawful  bifliop  with- 
out confirmation;  the  former  was  accidental 
and  of  human  inflitution,  the  latter  efTcntial 
and  of  right  divine.  This  is  fo  far  certain, 
and  an  article  of  faith  that  the  council  of 
Trent  has  pronounced  an  anathema  againll 
thofe  who  deny,  that  befides  lawful  ordina- 
tion, a  canonical  and  legal  miffion  is  alfo  ne- 
ceflaryX. 

*  Van  Efpen,  p.  r.  tit.  14.  c.  5. 

f  D.  R.  /.  27'.   y  feq. 

\  "  Si  quis  dixerit  epifcopos qui  ncc  ab  ec- 

*'  clefiaftica  &c  canonica  poteftate  rite  oidinati  mc  miffi 
"  janty  fed  aliunde  'vt7ii:inty  kgitimos  efl'e  vcibi  &  facra- 
•*  roentorum  miniftros;  anathema  fit." 

F  2  It 
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.c    It  is  now  time  to  hear  what  the  Layman 
|!as  advanced  on  thcfe  diffeient  heads,  that  is 
to  fay,   by  what  kind  of  right,  in  his  fyftem, 
the  iaiiy  and  clergy  have  interfered  in   eiec- 
tions^  and  of  what  precife  weight  and  efiicacy 
their  votes  were  ?    and  what,  on  the  other 
hand,  is  the  nectfljty,  the  nature  and  the  effect 
pf  confirmation,  as  dilHn6t  frain  confecration. 
'jt  To  judge  from  certain  paflages  in  his  books 
we  fbould  be  induced  to  think  he  admitted 
that  the  voices  of  the  people  were  neceflary 
to  the  appointment  of  a  bifhop  by  divine  z«- 
Jlitulion,  and  that  it  was  not  in  the  power  of 
the  church  to  withdraw  this  privilege.     Quot- 
ing from  his  favorite  author  Fra.  Paolo  Sar- 
pi's  treaiife  on  benejiciary  matters^   which  he 
fays,  "  1  itrongly  recommend  to  the  perufal 
**  of  my  readers,"  he  adopts  the   following 
paflages.     "  We  have   already  fet  forth  the 
•*  method  inJlUutcd  by  the  apoJiUi  for  electing 
*'  miniflers  in  the  church,  viz.   that  the  hi- 
**  fhops,  priefts,  &c.  fhould  be  elefted  by  the 
"  whole  body  of  the  faithful,  and  then  ordain- 
"  ed  by  the  bifliops  , . ..  The  concurrence  of 
"  the  people  was  thought  fo  neceflary,  that 
**  the  Pope  St,  Leo  proves  at  large  the  invd'. 
**  lidity  of  a  hijf,cp*h  ordination  uiihuui  it  *.'* 

Thus 
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Thus  is  the  teftimony  of  a  holy   Pope  and 
doctor  of  the  church  brought  in  by  the  Lay^ 
man  and  his  friend  Sarpi,  in  plain  contradic- 
tion to  the  doctrinal  definition  of  a  general 
council  *.     It  can  be  upon  no  other  ground 
than  a  pretended  divine  and  indefeafible  right 
of  election  in  the  clergy  and  people  at  large, 
that   the   layman  roundly   aflerts   that   "  the 
•*  elections  by  chapters"  which  we  have  feea 
above,  were   fanQioned  and  ordained  by  the 
general  council  of  Lateran,  **  have  been  cr- 
ronwwy?y  ftiled  canonicalt."  ......,;. 

But  not  to  tie  the  layman  downto  tfieffri6t' 
confequences  of  whatever  he  has  advanced,  I 
ihink  if  any  point  can  be  certainly  gathered 
from  his  fyftem,  it  is  that  the  proper  right  of 
appointing  their  bifhops  is  veiled  in  the  people, 
and  that  epifcopal  confirmation  is  nothing  elfe 
but  the  a8.  iti'clf  of  confecrationj.  We  ob- 
ferve  that  he  every  where  makes  the  votes  of 
-the  people  to  be  judicial  and  even  effcBive  irt 

oppofuion 

*  Cencil.  Trid.  Zfjf.  33.  can.  7.  quoted  below. 

+  Ibid.  /.  77. 

:{:  This  is  further  confirmed  by  the  circumftance  of  the 

Trench  fchifraatics  fyftem  being  the  fame  in  this  refpeft, 

which  fyftem  our  author  purfues  in  almoft  every  other 

particular.    The  very  doftrine  of  Mirabcau,  Camus  and 
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l^Tpfition  to  tefiimoniaL     '*  Bingham  proves 
"  that  the   conjundive  power  of  the  clergy 
"  and  people  was  not  barely  ieflimonialy  but  a 
••  judicial diVid  effeHivc  power*.'*     "  Natalis  A--' 
•*  lexander  allows  ....  that  the  right  of  elec- 
•S^ion  was  entirely  vefted  in  the  clergy   and 
"  peoplet."     In  conformity  with   the  title  of 
his  publications,  which    are    concerning  the 
appointment  of  bipiops^  he  gives  us  plainly  to 
underftand  that  it  is  the  part  of  the  clergy  and 
laity   to  appoint  them    and  to    confiitute  thertu^ 
•*  Although  we  be  thus  left  at  liberty   by  the. 
"  civil  power,  it  does  not  follow  that  we  have 
"  no  rule,  whereby  we  are  to  be  directed  in  the 

•*  appointment  of  our  bifhops Next  to  the 

••  being  deprived  of  pallors  the  greateft  evil 
*•  would  be   the  having  no  fettled  mode  of 

the  other  authors  of  the  fchifm  is,  that  each  biftiop  re- 
ceives ^i"  consecration  unbounded  jurifdidtion.  See  0/^ 
nmi  de  L'AbbeMaurj. 

The  fame  was  alfo  the  language  of  the  fchifmaticks  of 
the  lad  century,  and  was  condemned  in  them.  "  Jurif- 
*'  diftion  and  mifTion,"  fays  Marie  Antony  de  Domim$» 
•*  are  nothing  elfe  but  ordination  itfdf."  De  Rep.  1.  5. 
c.  3.  Richer  fays,  •'  The  popular  eleftions  are  of  divine 
**  right,  therefore  it  is  finful  in  kings  to  appoint  bilhops, 
«•  becaufe  all  power  is  from  the  people." 

♦  2  Let.  p.  vi. 

t  Ihid.  /.  V, 

**  corifli tilting 
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"  con/Hinting  ihcm*,**     "  It  is  in  your  powof 
"  (the  inferior  clergy)  to  remove  the  objedion 

"  of  a  want  of  proper  paftors You  will 

"  transform  them   (the  vicars  apoftolic)  into 
«'  Englifh  bifhopst."  •  it  ^»'.>» 

It  is  true  the  layman  in  his  laft  work,  find- 
ing it  neceflary  to  cloak  and  palliate  a  fyflem, 
which  he  is  unable  to  defend  and  unwilling  to 
abandon,  tells  us  that  he  "  always  aflerted  that 
**  the  eletlion  of  the  people  was  fubjetl  to  the 
**  judgment  of  the  bifhopsj."  But  I  afk  where 
does  this  or  any  fuch  like  affertion  occur  in 
his  declamatory  addrefs  to  the  clergy  ?  Does 
it  form  part  of  his  famous  three  rules^,  wbere, 
in  faft,  there  is  not  a  hint  of  di^y  judgment  to  be 
exercifed  by  the  bifliops,  but  only  of  their 
concurring  in  the  eleQion,  which  he  reprefents 
^s  already  made,  and  of  their  ordaining  tht 
perfon  fo  chofcn?  Or  is  it  to  be  met  with  in 
the  application  of  thofe  rules,  where  he  in- 
ftruQs  the  midland  and  weftern  clergy  how 
"  to  remove  the  objeftion  of  a  want  of  proper 
"  paftors,"  namely  "  by  affembling  and,  in 
"  conjundion   with  the   laity,    choofing    for 

*   I  Letter,  f.  3. 

+  Ibid.  pp.  21,  22. 

^  Further  Catijideratimt ^p,  4^^^ 

\   I  Let,  p.  1 5, 

"  their 
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**  their  hifhops  the  perfons  who  now,  by  a  la- 
"  meniable  abufe,  prefide  over  them*  ?'*  of 
is  it  in  the  pafTage,  where,  explaining  the  true 
nature  of  popular  ele6tions,  he  reprefents 
them  as  impofing  an  obligatiou  on  the  bifhops 
lo  confecrae  the  perfonfo  prefented  to  themt. 
But  we  (hall  form  a  clearer  idea  of  the 
force  and  efficacy  attributed  by  the  layman  to 
the  voices  of  the  people,  in  the  eleftion  of 
bifhops,  by  examining  what  he  fays  on  the 
fubjeft  of  cpifcopal  confirmation  or  inftitu- 
tion,  which  I  have  proved  to-be  the  very  ef- 
fence  of  paftoral  authority.  Let  us  once 
more  hear  the  paffage,  which  the  layman  ac- 
cufes  me  of  having  mifreprefented,  in  which 
he  explains  himfelf  on  this  important  fnbjeft. 
"  The  confirmation  of  bifhops  was  originally 
"  no  more  than  the  approbation  given  by  the 

•  Ihid.  pp.  21,  22.  In  like  manner  the  Northern  clergy- 
are  inftrudled  **  to  aflemble  and  ccllcft  the  fufFrages  o^ 
**  the  laity,  and  nuhen  they  have  ehSled  a  proper  per/on, 
**  (then)  to  eonvene  the  other  bifhcps  of  the  kingdom  to 
"  confirm  and  ordain  him."  /.  24.  Is  this  m  living;  hi- 
fiiops  the  judges  and  arbiters  of  eleftions,  as  I  have 
proved  and  all  the  canonift*  with  me,  they  certainly  w  re, 
at  thofe  times  when  the  people  were  allowed  to  give  t'  eir 
Totes,  or  rather  is  not  only  making  them  the  minifters  of 
tlie  wills  of  the  people  ?  So«  Divine  right,  p,  28.  Sec, 

+  2  Let.p.  9. 

'*  metro* 
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•*  metropolitans  and  their  fufFragans  to  the 
**  choice  made  by  the  clergy  and  people,  after 
"  they  had  judged  the  perfon  chofen  to  be 
"canonically  ele6led  and  worthy  of  the  of- 
"fiCe.  This  was  always  accompanied  by  his 
"  ordination*."  I  aflc  now,  where  is  the  maa 
that,  in  reading  this  pafTage,  would  gather  from 
it,  what  has  been  demonftratively  proved,  that 
k  private  ecclefiaftic,  who  had  been  unani- 
moufly  chofen  by  the  clergy  and  people,  re- 
mained a  private  ecclefiaftic  ftill,  until  he  had 
been  confirmed  by  the  bifhops,  and  that  it  was 
this  very  cotifirmation  which  made  and  confti- 
tuted  him  the  paftor  andbifhop  of  his  diocefe? 
The  fame  may  be  faid  of  that  other  palTage^ 
•which  the  layman  refers  to  in  his  fecond  let- 
ter, by  way  of  proof  ihat  he  did  not  entirely 
forget  the  important  affair  of  confirmation,  in 
fpeaking  of  the  appointment  of  bifhops. 
"  The  i6th  can^n  of  the  council  of  Antioch 
**..,.  requires  the  confent  of  the  provincial 
"  fynod,  o/ler  the  eUHion  has   been  made  by  the 

*  See  z  Let. p.  %i^.  Further  Ohfcruatiom ^ p.  \<^,  I  leave 
it  to  the  reader  to  determine,  whether  my  quoting  no 
more  of  this  paflage  than  down  to  the  word /«/>/?,  in  ipy 
former  letter,  appears  to  have  been  fraudulently  done.-— 
In  my  judgment  the  remaining  words  rather  llrcngthen 
than  weaken  the  paflage,    See  Ob/ervctiem,  f.  45. 

G  "  people 
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"people.  ....  So  far  from  this  canon  (of  An- 
*'  tioch)  abrogating  the  right  of  eIe6lion  in  the 
*'  people,  it  fuppofcs  it,  and  only  declares  that 
"  it  is  not  fufficient  without  the  confirmation 
"  of  the  provincial  fynod.'*  The  fame  obfer- 
varion  is  applicable  to  the  three  above  men- 
tioned rules,  and  dill  more  clearly  to  the  ap- 
plication of  them,  in  the  propofal  he  made  to 
the  weftern  and  midland  clergy  and  people 
to  obviate  the  objeftion  of  their  "  want  of 
"  proper  paftors*'  by  choofing  their  prefent 
vicars  apoftolic  to  be  their  bifhops.  If  the 
layman  thinks  he  can  prove  that,  in  his  fyf- 
tem,  a  due  weight  and  authority  were  given  to 
cpifcopal  confirmation,  and  that  the  adopting 
of  this  fyftem  would  not  have  led  to  bare- 
faced fchifm,  I  call  upon  him  to  fhew  whence, 
if  we  had  followed  his  advice,  the  bifhops 

W ly  and  T 1   were  to  have  derived 

their  epifcopal   mifTion  and  authority;   who 
(he repeats  his  fchifmatical  alTertion*)  "now, 

•  P.  zi.  Second  edition  fift  the  prefent  year. — I  may  add 
that  he  fo  far  contemns  the  authority  of  our  prefent  bi- 
fliops,  as  to  deny  thein  even  the  power  of  holding  an  ec- 
clcfiaftical  aflembly.  "  One  difficulty  only  prefents  itfelf 
•*  to  me,  namely  that  we  have  not  in  the  kingdom  anjr 
**  bifliops  regularly  appointed  to  convene  to  an  cieftion." 
lhid.p.  I -J. 

"  by 
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•*  by  a  lamentable  abufe,  prefide  in  virtue  of 
"  an  autbority  delegated  to  them  by  a  foreign 
"  prelate  who  has  no  pretenfions  to  exercifc 
"  fuch  an  aft  of  power.** — According  to  this 
doftrine  the  Pope  is  a  ufurper,  and  his  com- 
miflion  granted  to  our  prelates  is  invalid. 
Whence  then,  in  the  layman's  fyftem,  are  they 
to  derive  their  authority,  except  either  from 
the  voices  of  the  people,  which  he  feems  to 
infinuate  in  the  fequel,  where,  addreffing  the 
latter,  he  fays  "  you  will  transform  them  into 
"  Englifh  bifhops,"  or  elfe,  which  I  rather 
believe  is  his  more  fettled  opinion,  from  the 
confecrating  ceremony  itfelf;  in  conformity 
with  the  do6lrine  of  the  French  fchifmatics, 
who  confound  confirmation  with  confecration, 
and  hold  that  every  bifhop,  by  the  very  atl 
of  confecration,  receives  abfolute  and  unli- 
mited power  in  every  part  of  the  church  ? 
This  latter  opinion  is  further  confirmed  by 
another  paffage  which  our  author  brings  to 
fhew  that  he  has  expreffed  himfelf  in  an  or- 
thodox manner  on  the  chapter  of  confirma- 
tion. "  If,"  fays  he  "  Mr.  Milner  concludes, 
"  from  thefe  words,  that,  befides  the  election 
"  of  the  people,  the  judgment  and  confirma- 
♦*  tion  of  the  bifhops  were  requifite  to  a  valid 
G  2  «*  ordi- 
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'^  ordination  I  perfe6tly  agree  vitb  him^.**' 
With  refpeft  to  this  faulty  paffage,  I  fhall  on-, 
ly  remark  on  that  part  of  it,  which  relates  to 
the  piefent  fubjeB,  I  fay  then  it  is  plain  the 
layman  indentifies  order  with  jurifdi6lion; 
for  if  the  queftion  were  merely  concerning 
order,  which  is  conferred  by  con/ecration^every 
fmaiterer  in  theology  knows,  that  neither  the 
confirmation  of  the  bifhops  nor  the  voices  of 
the  people  are  neceflary  to  beftow  it,  and  that 
U  would  even  be  formal  hfrefy  to  maintain 
the  neceffity  of  the  lattert. 

But  to  put  the  queftion  out  of  all  doubt, 
concerning  the  idea  which  my  aniagonift  af- 
fixes to  confirmation,  I  beg  leave  to  refer  to  st 
paffage  of  Dr.  Bramhall,  which  he  adopts  as 
his  own,  where  the  latter  mentions  confirina'- 
iion,  by  name,  as  a  thing  "  which  concerncth 
•*  not  jurifdidion  purely  fpiritual,  or  which 
**  is  an  effential  right  of  the  power  of  the 
"  keysj"     In  the  fame  fpirit  the  layman  fays, 

•  t  Let.  p.  6. 

+  **  Si  quis  dixerit— ordines  (proinde  epifcopalem  or* 
**  dinem)  ab  ipfis  (epifcopis)  coilatos  fine  populi,  vel  po- 
"  teftatis  fccularis  confenfu  aut  vocatione,  irritas  cffe,— • 
''  Anathema  fit.     Con,  Trid.  Sejjf,  2^,  cm*  7, 

J  2  Let.p,  xxiv, 

"  the 
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**  the  late  regulations  in  France  have  tdken, 
"  Jrom  the  court  of  Rome  the  right  of  confirming 
"  the  bifhops  of  that  kingdom,  but  M/s  rcfavip-i 
"  tion  of  the  right  of  confirmation  affeBs  not, 
**  the  religion  of  the  bifliops,  nor  of  their 
"  flocks*.*'  He  repeats  the  fame  doftrine,  ii| 
fimilar  terms,  on  other  occafions,  in  his  laft 
bookt:  hence  it  is  evident  that  the  all  impor-v 
tant  ceremony  of  epifcopal  confirmation  is  fa^ 
far  an  accidental  human  invention,  in  the  lay-, 
man's  fyftem,  that  it  is  eveo  in  the  p6wer  ojf 
the  French  National  'Affembly  to  refume  it, 
or  to  dire6l  its  courfe  at  their  pleafure. 

Here  is  the  proper  place  to  fay  fomethina 
9f   t^he  layman's,  democratic  prgpofai  to  u* 

*  2  L<t,  p.  lii. 

+  Further  Ohfervations^  pp.  48,  49.  **  If  the  Pope  poffef- 
*'  fed  the  prerogative  of  confirming  bifhops  by  a  human 
♦*  law  and  the  confent  of  the  government, ....  it  fol- 
*'  lows  that,  v/hen  thefuprcme  authority  of  the  ftate  take^ 
**  it  from  him,  we  ought  to  acquicfce  in  the  refumption." 
—A  fyllpgifm  has  been  rightly  termed  the  teft  of  truth ; 
I  {hall  therefore  put  our  layman's  doftrine  here  advanced 
to  this  teft,  as  the  ftiorteft  method  of  expofing  its  hetero- 
doxy. According  to  him,  'The  aSual  confirmation  of  the 
catholic  hijhops  depends  upon  the  confent  of  government: — non»x 
the  JpiritualjurifdiQion  »f  catholic  hijhops  depends  upon  their 
a^ual  confirmation : — therefore  the  fpiritual  jurifdiilion  tf  the 
fathslic  hjhops  dependi  upon  the  confent  oj  government. 

private 
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private  pricfts  and  laymen  of  this  miffion,  to 
divide  the  latter  into  four  departments,  and  to 
creft  thefe  into  regular  bifhoprics.  In  fa£l  he 
tells  us,  that  the  objeft  at  prefent  wanted  is 
that  "  regular  bifhops  be  appointed'*  to  thefe 
feveral  divifions,  and  he  afTures  the  clergy, 
as  we  have  feen,  that  "  it  is  in  their  power  to 
"  remove  the  objedion  of  a  want  of  proper 
••  paftors;"  and  that  by  their  votes  joined  to 
thofe  of  the  laity  "  they  will  transform  Meflrs. 

«  \v ly  andT 1  into  Englifli  bifhops.*' 

But  I  have  proved,  and  it  is  felf-evident  that 
regular  bifhops  cannot  exifl  without  regular 
bifhopricks  for  them  to  govern,  and  that  in 
pretending  to  transform  our  prefent  vicars 
apoftolic  into  ordinary  bifhops,  we  fhould,  in 
faft,  arrogate  to  ourfelves  the  right  of  erefting 
new  epifcopal  fees,  which  is  the  higheft  a6l  of 
fpiritual  jurifdidion  that  can  be  exercifed,  in 
as  much  as  it  confifls  in  permanently  dividing 
the  flock  of  Chrifl  into  feparate  portions, 
and  determining  to  which  paflor  each  parti- 
cular fheep  fhall  belong.  This  I  have  for- 
cibly urged  againft  the  layman  in  each  of  my 
former  publications,  and  have  demonlirated 
how  evidently,  in  this  inftance,  he  was  en- 
deavouring to  lead  us  into  the  mofl  bare- 
faced 


C    47    ] 
faced  fchifm*.     But  though  he  profefles  to 
anfwer  all  the    "  objedions  that  have  been 
"  brought  againft  his  fyftem,"  he  has  "  not 

*  y?v  Clergy  mini's  Anfwer,  p,  7.  Di'vhte  Right,  p.  49, 
.  &c.  On  the  fame  occafion  I  proved  that  the  right  of 
erefting  new  bifhopricks,  or  of  contrafting  or  extending 
.,  them,  now  belongs  exclufively  to  the  Holy  See,  as  all  ca- 
nonifts  agree.  lalfo  fticwed  that  the  prerogative  in  que- 
ftion  had  been  attributed  to  the  Pope  and  exercifed  by  him 
in  the  remote  ages,  and  in  thi$  country  in  particular.  In 
addition  to  thofe  proofs  I  cannot  help  referring  to  Malmf- 
\iMTj,de  gfjih  Puntif.l.  1.  who  mentions,  that  when  Ke- 
pulph  King  of  Mercia  applied  to  Rome,  in  order  that 
Litchfield  might  be  erefted  into  an  archbifhopric,  his  re- 
qucft  was  rejefted  by  the  Pope,  "  becaufe  (faid  the  lat- 
"  ter)  we  by  the  authority  of  ?st.  Peter  prince  of  the  apo- 
**  files  have  given  the  preeminence  to  Athelard  of  Can- 
**  bury."  See  alfo  the  epiftle  of  Pope  Zachary  to  St. 
Boniface,  in  Caranza,  /.  670. 

I  fiiall  fatisfy  myfeif  with  adducing  the  authority  of 
one  canonift  on  the  fubjcft  in  debate,  who  isdiftingiiiihed 
by  the  depth  of  his  judgment  and  the  extent  of  his  learn- 
ing. His  words  arc  thefe.  **  In  this  latter  age  the 
*'  power  of  erefting  new  bifhopricks  is  attributed  to  the 
'*  head  fee  alone,  and  entirely  retained  in  it.  This  re- 
^*  fervation  has  not  been  the  effeft  of  any  ambitious  de- 
"^  Cgns,  but  of  the  natural  courfe  of  things,  and  of  the 
^'  hidden  providence  of  almighty  wifdom,  which  regu- 
**  lates  the  ever  changing  times  and  feafons  for  the  wel- 
*^*  fare  and  increafe  of  his  church."     ThomafT.  p.  1. 1. 1. 

**  thought 
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••  thought  it  necefTary"  to  make  a  reply  to 
this.  In  fact  he  is  here  quite  dumfounded, 
and  has  not  a  fingle  expedient  to  have  re-« 
courfe  to  in  juftification  of  his  error.  For  it 
is  plain  that  when  he  calls  on  the  weftern  and 
itiidland  clergy  and  laity  to  ereft  their  refpec- 
tive  diflri6ls  into  regular  fees,  he  cannot  ap- 
peal to  the  ancient  canons  and  conftitution  of 
our  church  :  fince  every  one  knows  that  there 
never  did  exift  regular  weftern  and  midland 
bifhopricks,  or  any  others  that  were,  in  any 
fort,  commenfurate  with  our  prefent  diftriQs; 
much  lefs  can  he  appeal  to  that  divifion  which 
the  Pope  made  for  the  regulation  of  his  vica- 
rial jurifditlion,  above  a  century  ago,  becaufe 
he  never  erefted,  and  never  thought  of  ered- 
ing  four  regular  bifhopricks  aniongfl  us.  Be- 
fides,  as  we  have  feen,  the  layman  reprefents 
both  his  authority  and  that  of  his  vicars  as  an 
ttfurpation,  the  latter  of  which,  according  to 
him,  is  not  even  competent  to  convene  an  cc- 
cYefiaftical  affembly. 


THE 
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THl   PREROGATIVE    OF     THE     HOLY     SES    TO 
CONFIRM     BISHOPS. 

Enough  has  been  faid  to  prove  the  eflen- 
tial  importance  of  epifcopal  confirmation  or 
inftitution,  to  conftitute  a  lawful  bifhop,  and 
to  fhew  how  fhort  the  Layman's  ideas,  on  this 
fubje£l,  fall  of  the  reality.  The  next  queftion 
is  in  what  part  of  the  epifcopal  order  this 
power  of  inftitution  refidcs  at  prcfent  ?  In 
my  former  work  *  I  intimated  that  it  was  not 
of  fufficient  confequence  to  be  debated,  at  pre- 
fent,  whether  this  right  originally  belonged 
to  the  Pope,  from  the  very  days  of  the  apof- 
tles,  and  w^as  delegated  by  St.  Peter  and  by 
fucceeding  pontiffs,  to  the  great  patriarchs,  to 
the  bifhops  of  the  feveral  provinces,  and  to 
the  metropolitans,  and  that  thus,  at  prefent,  it 
has  only  reverted  back  to  its  firft  fource,  the 
Holy  See,  as  is  intimated  in  one  of  the  late 
briefbt;  or  whether,  by  a  contrary  courfe,  it  has 

devolve^ 

*  D.  R.  pp.  43,  44,  &-C. 

+  •*  Hxc  porro  jurifdiftionis  conferendie  poteftas, 
*"•  ex  nova  difciplina  a  pluribus  fseculis  jam  recepta,  a 
*'  conciliis  generalibus  &  ab  ipfis  concordatis  confirmata, 
*'  nc  ad  metropolitanos  quidem  poteft  iillo  modo  atti- 
"  nere,  ut  potequx,  illuc  reverfa  unde  difceffeiat,  unice 
H  ««  refidct 
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devolved  from  the  great  body  of  the  bifhops, 
to  cheir  common  head  and  fiiperior  the  bifhop 
pfRome*.     Whatever,  1  fay,  be  thought  of 

the 

**  refidet  penes  apoftolicam  fcdem ;  ita  ut  hodie 

Romanus  Ptntifex^  ex  munerii  fui  officio ^  fajiores  jingulis 

ecclejiis  praficiat,  ut  verbis   utamur  Concdii  TriJenlini^ 

**  SeJJ'.  24.  c.  \,  de  ref.     Adcoque  legitima  confec ratio 

**  nulla  fiat  In  ecclefia  cathoHca  univerfa,  nifi  ex  apofto- 

'*  licae  fed  is  mandato."     Tita  VI,  Epijcopis  Gallia ,  feff, 

•  Thomaffimis,  without  taking  a  decided  part  in 
favor  of  either  of  thefe  opinions,  neverthelefs  points  out 
pertain  traces  of  the  prcfent  difcipline  of  the  church,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  "  rights  of  all  the  metropolitans  cen- 
*•  tre  in  the  Holy  See."  and  accounts  for  it  in  the  follow- 
ing manner.  **  Ne  dubitari  quidem  poteft,  quin  apoftoH, 
•*  &  maxime  apoftolorum  principes  fumma  quidem  po- 
**  teftate  uterentur  in  creandis  epifcopatibus  novis,  &  in 
**  cpifcopis  delegendis.  Ubi  ab  illis  creati  funt  metro- 
**  politani,  non  fuo  fe  illi  funditus  prifco  exuerunt  jure 
**  in  epifcopos  &  in  metropolitancs.  Iterum,  iterumquc 
*'  inculcandum  illud  eft,  epifcoporum  impcrium  fuper 
•*  alios  epifcopos,  apoftolorum  a?que  fucceffores.proficifci 
**  ab  ejus  pracrogativae  imitatione  &  expreflione,  qua 
**  Chriftus  Petrum  decoravit,  extulitque  fuper  alios. 
"  apoftolos.  Itaque  tres  illi  majorum  gentium  epifcopi, 
*'  qui  Petri  pcculiares  fuere  fucceffores,  in  tribus  eccle- 
*'  fiis  patriarchalibus,  ingentem  femper  retinuere  audo- 
"  ritatem  &  jurifdiftionem  in  metropolitancs  &  epifco- 
*'  pos  onines  comphirium  provinciarum  fibi  fubjeCtaruro, 
'*  &c,"     Ihomaf,   V((,  ^  Ae-v,  Di/cip,  p.  %,  /.  2.  c.  %. 

The 
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the  fpeculative  queftion  how  the  Pope  came 
to  be  poflefled  of  the  exclufive  right  of  con- 
firmation, or  of  conferring  epifcopal  authori- 
ty, it  is  fufficient,  for  our  purpofe,  that  he  aB' 
ually  has  it^  and  that  this  is  afcribed  to  him  by 
all  orthodox  divines,  as  appears  by  their  writ- 
ings*, by  all  catholic  bifhops,  as  is  proved  by 
their  practice  in  applying  to  him  alone  for 
their  jurifdiftion,  and  by  the  doftrine  of  the 
laft  general  council  exprelfed  on  different  oc- 
cafions,  particularly  where  it  affirms  that  the 
PopCf  by  the  duty  of  his  Jlaiion,  places  pajiors 


The  fame  learned  author,  anfwering,  in  his  preface,  the 
objeftlons  of  a  certain  perfon  to  the  latter  opinion,  I 
mean  to  that  which  fuppofes  that  the  Pope's  right  of  in- 
ftituting  bifhops  has  deuol-ved  to  him  from  the  epifcopal, 
college  at  large,  thus  exprcfles  hirafelf ;  *'  Be  not  afraid 
'*  left  a  right  which  has  been  acquiied  by  denjolution y  than 
*•  which  there  is  not  any  title  which  is  more  facred, 
"  more  equitable  or  more  permanent,  may  again  be  loft. 
**  A  right,  which  has  been  acquired  hy  devolution,  is  a 
**  perpetual  right."     fref.  ad  hot.  9. 

*  I  (hall  fatisfy  myfelf  with  adducing  the  plain 
words  of  one  amongft  them  who  is  leaft  favorable  to  the 
pretcnfions  of  the  Holy  See.  *'  Hodie  vtro  omf!i:im  epif- 
*'  coponim  confirmatio  ad  Romanum  Pontificem  fpeftat ; 
"  caque  hac  fere  forma  expediri  folet,  &c."  Van  Effen, 
P/.  tit,  14.  c.  4. 

H  2  9V€r 
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over  all  the  churches  *,  and  where  it  pronouncci 
an  anathema  againjl  fach  perfons  asjhallfay^  that 
ihofe  are  not  lawful  bifhopSt  who  are  appointed  by 
the  aiUhorify  of  the  Roman  pontiffs.  This  right 
pf  iitOitiition  is  fo  decidedly  acknowledged 
to  belong  to  the  Holy  See  alone,  that  the  pre- 
fent  learned  and  edifying  pontiff  has,  on  two 
feveral  occafions,  folemnly  declared  "  that  it 
"  will  be  incumbent  on  him,  fliould  any  other 
**  bifhop  or  metropolitan  lay  claim  to  it,  to 
**  cut  off  from  the  communion  of  the  church 
"  both  the  confirming  prelate  and  the  perfon 

*  **  Nil  magus  ecclefiae  del  neceflarlum,  quam  ut  B. 
"  R.  Pontifex,  quam  folicitudlnem  univerfx  ecclcfiaj  ex 
"  muncris  fui  officio  debet,  cam  potiilimum  impendat  ut 
**  ....  bonos  maxime  &  ideonos  paftores  fingulis  eccle- 
••  fiis  praeficiat."  Cone.  Trid.  Sejf.  24.  c.  i.  de  ref.  See 
a  preceding  pafTagc  to  the  fame  cffeft  in  the  faid  chapter, 
Alfa  Sejf.  6.  f.  I.  &c. 

+  *•  Si  qiiis  dixerit  epifcopos  qui  aufloritate  R.  Pon- 
**  tificis  aflumuntur  non  effe  legitimes  &  veros  epifcopos, 
*'  fed  figmcntum  humaniim,  anathema  fit."  Seff.  23.  can, 
8.  Sec  alfo  Concil.  Eafil.  SeJJ'.  23.  de  eleB.  which,  at 
lead,  vouches  for  the  difcipline  of  the  times.  **  Si  forte 
'*  contingat  eltdionem,  etiamfi  alias  canonicam  fieri, 
*•  c;us  in  pcrturbaclonem  ecclcfis,  &c.  vergere  timeatur, 
'•  fmimis  Pontifex  cum  ad  ipfum  confirmatio  delata  fuerit 
**■  ....  rejefla  tali  clertione,  ad  capitulum  vel  conven- 
"  tui.i  rciniitar,  .  .  .  .  ut  aJ  alia.ni  cicdioncm  proccdat.** 

"  thus 
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"  tbus  invandly  confirmed  * :"  yet  notwith- 
flanding  this  blaze  of  demonftration,  in  favor 
of  the  Pope's  prerogative,  the  Layman,  who 
endeavours  to  cloak  fome  of  his  other  errors, 
ufes  no  difguife  with  refpe6l  to  this,  but  re- 
peats it,  in  each  of  his  publications,  in  ftill 
ftronger  terms.  It  would  take  up  too  much 
of  my  readers  time  were  I  to  place  before  his 
eyes  each  one  of  the  Layman's  fchifmatical 
propofitions  on  this  his  favorite  topic ;  I  (hall 
therefore  content  myfelf  with  a  few  of  them. 

**  By  the  firft  bifliop  a  claim  may  be  made 
"  of  appointing  your  paftors,  and  of  fuper- 
"  ceding,  in  this  inftance,  the  difcipline  of 
**  the  church  t."  It  cannot  fail  of  exciting  a 
mingled  emotion  of  indignation  and  mirth,  in 
the  informed  reader,  to  hear  this  lay  canonill 
talk  of  the  FoipQ*s  fuperceding  the  difcipline  of 
the  church,  by  appointing  our  pajlors^  when  it  i$ 
notorious  that  he  has,  for  ages,  appointed  all 
the  catholic  bifhops  in  the  world. 

"  In  none  of  the  church  laws  is  the  con- 
"  fent  of  the  Roman  Pontiff  required  to  an 
"  ordination,  if  therefore  be  ihould  claim  a 

*  Pius  VI.  Cardinal  dt  Lamenie,  25  Fel.  1 790,  and 
Epifco^is  Gallia,  Aj^r,  13, 

+  £  Ltt,  /.  i5, 

**  right 
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"  right  of  interferenee  ....  fucn  claim  ougtit 
"  to  be  rcfifted  *." 

"This  application  to  Rome  for  bulls  of 
'*  confirmation  is  not  fanftioned,  much  lef$ 
"  required  by  the  church,  but  is  an  abufet." 
— If  this  be  true,  namely,  that  the  church  does 
not  even  fandlion  the  prefent  pra6lice,  what  a 
deadly  guilt  have  all  the  prelates  contra6led 
by  adhering  to  it !  what  a  grofs  ignorance  are 
they  all  in,  by  fuppofing  it  to  be  neceffary ! 
what  an  irremediable  evil  have  they  fallen  in- 
to, by  pretending  to  derive  a  miflion  from  this 
uncanonical  fource! 

"  Cabaffutius  does  not  in  any  place  infi- 
**  nuate  that  the  Pope  has  a  right  to  the  con~ 
"  firmation,  much  lefs  to  the  nomination  of 
"  bifliopsj." — What  not  where  he  exprefs- 
ly  tells  us  **  that  a  bifliop  cannot  exercife 
**  any  fpiritual  jurifdiclion  until  he  be  con- 
•*  firmed  by  the  Holy  See,**  and  in  the  other 
places  quoted  above  ^  ?"  How  are  we  to  qua- 
lify fuch  frequent  falfehoods  advanced  in  fuch 
confident  language  ? 


•  2  Let.  p.  $2, 
+  Ibid  p.  III. 

X  Ibid.  p.  hi. 

.    ^  Tbtgr.  ii  Prax,  /.  l.  c.  7.  $7. 

"No 
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*•  No  perfon  can  pretend  to  fay,  that  asi 
"  application  to  Rome  for  bulls  of  confecra- 
"  tion  is  a  confcientious  obligation ;  it  is 
"  merely  a  cuftom,  &c.*'  * 

As  the  Layman  fo  pertinacioiifly  adheres 
to  this  point  of  his  original  fyftem,  of  which 
indeed  it  is  the  very  efience  and  life,  namely, 
that  the  Pope  has  no  right,  at  the  prefent  day, 
to  give  canonical  inftitution  to  bilhops,  it  is 
natural  to  expe£t  that  he  will  exert  his  utmoft 
abilities  in  defence  of  this  do6lrine.  Let  iK 
hear  now  what  he  has  to  oppofe  to  the  con- 
curring voice  of  orthodox  canonifls,  to  the 
univerfal  praftice  of  the  church,  and  to  the 
dccifions  of  the  laft  general  council. 

Againft  the  whole  current  of  canonifts,  and, 
amongft  the  reft  of  his  own  boafted  auxiliaries, 
I  obferve,  in  different  parts  of  his  writings,  he 
places  CabaffutiiiSj.Sarpi  and  Le  Grost.  But 
unfortunately  the  authority  of  the  firft  is  ex- 
prefsly  againll  him,  as  I  have  juft  now  demon- 
ftrated :  the  other  two  were  notorious  here- 
tics J.     By  the  furprize  however  he  affeds  at 

finding 

•  F.  QhJ.  f.  78. 
+  2  Let.  p,  log. 

X  The  Layman  appears  hurt  at  the  chara(5ler  I  have 
given  of  hU  two  heroes.  Father  Paul  Sarpi  and  Father  Pe^ 

tcr 
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finding  a  pcrfon  "who  had  been   educated 
••  within  thofe  walls  where  Dr.  Kellifon  had 

"  prcfided," 

tcr  "Wallh  ;  the  former  an  Italian,  the  latter  an  Irifh  friar  5 
and  after  an  unfounded  inHnuation  that  I  had,  on  foroe 
occafion,  appealed  to  their  conduct  with  approbation, 
complains  that  I  have  charged  the  former  with  Calvi- 
nifm  and  the  latter  with  irreligion.  See  further  06/,  p» 
158.  To  fay  nothing  at  prejent  of  Walfli,  I  have  addu- 
ced the  teftimcnierof  the  moft  refpeftable  authors,  both 
catholic  and  proteftant,  for  the  charges  of  heterodoxy  and 
hypocrify  I  brought  againft  Sarpi.  Amongft  the  tcfti- 
monies  I  referred  to  D.  R.  p,  11.  are  thofe  of  Bifhop 
Bedell  and  Jurieau,  who  aflure  us  that  this  friar-politician 
admitted  the  church,  to  which  he  exteriorly  adhered,  to 
be  corrupt  and  idolatrous,  and  only  Qrged,  as  his  reafom ' 
for  not  qviitting  it,  that  *'  God  had  not  given  him  the 
*•  heart  and  fpirit  of  Luther."  See  Life  of  Paul  m  Right 
»f  Sov.  p.  80. — ^I  (hall  add  to  my  former  teftimonies  con- 
cerning Sarpi  that  of  the  celebrated  Boffuet,  who  calls 
him  "  a  cowled  Calvinift,  (Calvinifta  cuculatus)  and 
"  one  who,  under  the  name  of  a  catholic,  was  a  foe  not; 
••  only  to  the  council  of  Trent,  but  alfo  to  the  catholic 
•*  faith.  Defens.  t.  2.  /.  289.  In  another  paflagcof  the 
fame  work  he  fays,  that  "  however  defirous  he  was  to 
•*  introduce  that  Calvinifm,  which  he  cherilhed  under  the ' 
**  cowl,  into  Venice,  and  to  dcftroy  the  dignity  of  the 
*'  Holy  See,  he  was  unable  to  efieft  it."  L.  4 — .No  one 
will  be  fiirprifed  at  the  Layman's  partiality  for  Sarpi,  and 
for  his  book  on  benefices,  who  obfervcs  in  the  latter  that 
the  government  of  the  infant  church  is  cxprcfsly  pro- 
Bounced  to  hare  been  democratical.    See  (hap.  6. 

Le 
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**  prefided  *,'*  afferting  that  it  is  "  abfolutely 
**  neceflary  our  bidiops  (hould  be  inftituted 
"  by  the  Pope,  who  alone  is  the  fountain  of 
"  that  jurifditlion  and  miffion,  which,  accord- 
"  ing  to  the  canons  of  the  church,  and  the 
"  word  of  God,  is  the  eflence  of  epifcopal 
"  authority  t,"  by  his  furprize,  I  fay,  it 
fhould  feem  that  he  looked  to  that  venerable 
and  untainted  fchool  of  orthodox  theology 
for  fupport  in  the  main  point  of  his  fchifmati- 
cal  fydem.  In  return,  I  have  authority  to 
affure  him,  that  his  doQrine  has  caufed  the 
fame  fcandal  amongft  the  theologians  in  quef- 
tion,  that  it  has  caufed  amongft  all  others  who 
have  learned  their  leffons,  and  are  jealous  of 
their  orthodoxy. 

To  fpeak  now  of  the  prefent  difcipline  and 
do6trine  of  the  church,  with  refpeft  to  the 
point  in  queftion,  the  1  ayman  indeed  grants 
that  "this  right  of  confirmation   is  generally 

Le  Gros  was  a  celebrated  Janfenift  of  Rheims,  \vfao 
having  been  exeommunicated  by  the  archbifhop  of  that 
fee  for  oppofing  the  bull  U/iigenitus  retired  to  his  brethren 
at  Utrecht,  and  died,  in  175 1,  fuperior  of  the  Janfenif- 
tical  feminary,  near  that  city. 

♦  F.  Obf.  p.  64. 

+  p.  R.  /.  5;. 

I  allowed 
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allowed  to  the  Pope*j"  but  if  he  knew  of 
auy  portion  of  tht  church  in  which  this  right 
was  denied,  was  it  not  evidently  his  bufinefs 
to  have  informed  us  of  it?  and  if  by  this  way 
of  fpeaking  he  alluded  to  the  Janfeniftical 
conventicleof  Utrecht,  or  to  the  infidel  demo- 
cracy of  France,  both  which  deny  this  right, 
would  it  not  nave  been  manly  in  him  to  have 
avowed  his  opinion  ?  In  his  laft  workt,  by  way 
of  anfwering  my  pofition,  that  "all  the  prelates 
"  of  the  catholic  church  acknowledge  no  rightof 
*•  confirming  bifhops  but  in  the  Pope  alone,'* 
J  he  replies,  "  this  is  a  confident  affertion,  but 
"  not  fantlioned  by  hiftorical  evidence  §." 
He  then  carries  us  up  through  a  long  firing 
of  futile,  falfified,  or  mifreprefented  inftances 
coUeded  from  the  hiftory  of  paft  ages,  when 
the  whole  queftion  is,  according  to  the  pofi- 
tion before  us,  what  is  the  belief  of  the  catho- 
lic prelates  at  this  prefent  day  ? — But  I  will 
meet  the  Layman  upon  the  very  fafts  he  has 
adduced,  whether  they  immediately,  or  only 
remotely,  appertain  to  the  prefent  bufinefs. 

•   2  Let.  /.  82. 
+   P.49. 

X  F.  Obf.  p.  49. 

Surely 


C  59  3 
Surely  we  are  going  now  to  Tee  a  clear 
fucceflion  of  acknowledged  catholic  prelates, 
who,  during  the  latter  centuries,  have  derived 
their  million  from  fame  other  fource  than 
that  of  the  Holy  See.  Surely,  at  leaft,  we 
Ihall  find  fome  one  catholic  bifhop  who  has, 
openly  and  unequivocally,  claimed  a  right  to 
exercife  fpiritual  jurifdidion  without  receiv- 
ing his  commiflion  from  this  See.  Lefs  than 
this  cannot  be  expefted  when  we  are  put  up- 
on adopting  a  meafure  on  which  our  union 
"with  the  church  depends.  Whoever  forms 
fucH  expectations  will  find  himfelf  miferably 
difappointed.  In  the  firft  place  then  he  tells 
us  *  that  John  king  of  Portugal  was  advifed, 
by  certain  divines  and  univerfities  of  his  own 
and  other  kingdoms,  to  "  fill  up  the  vacant 
"  bifhoprics  by  the  canonical  mode  of  elec- 
"  tion,  and  to  call  in  foreign  prelates  to  or- 
*'  dain  the  bifliops  elefted."  1  have  not  a 
doubt  but  that  the  wealth  of  Brazil  was  capa- 
ble of  purchafing  fuch  ufe/ul  advice  as  this  was, 
efpecially  where  the  objeft  was  not  to  adopt 
the  meafure,  but  only  to  intimidate  Rome. 
It  is  not  the  firft  inftance  of  great  men  pur- 
chafing cafuiftry.     But  in  the  mean  time  fure- 

*  2  Let.  /.  I08.     Furth.  OhJ.  /.  49. 

I  2  ly 
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ly  the  reader  has  a  right  to  know  v/ho  thefc 
divines  were,  that  gave  the  Ichifmatical  ad- 
vice jn  queftion,  aid  who,  like  the  Layman, 
in  giving  advice  how  lo  make  a  bifhop,  forgot 
the  eflential  part  of  the  bufinefs,  namely,  con-' 
frmatioiu  This  very  circumllance  in  the 
Layman's  relation,  joined  with  his  unwilling- 
nefs  to  give  us  a  fingle  authority  or  reference 
concerning  it,  undermines  the  whole  credit  of 
a  ftory  which,  if  it  were  true,  would  not  be 
of  the  fraalleft  effeft  to  counterbalance  the 
oppofite  weight  of  evidence.  But  he  informs 
us,  that  "  this  advice  was  confirmed  b^  the 
"  whole  body  of  the  Gallican  clergy:"  let  us 
fee  how  this  is  made  out.  "  It  is  well  known," 
fays  he  *,  '*  that  Louis  XI L  and  Henry  IV. 
**  of  France  forbade  their  bifhops  to  apply  to 
"  Rome  for  their  bulls  of  confirmation,  and 
"  that  they  complied  with  thofe  prohibitions. 
"  In  1718  the  regent  confulted  a  number  of 
"  the  mod  refpeftable  and  learned  of  the 
"  French  divines  and  canonifts  on  the  fame 
"  fubjcft  .  .  .  »  .  they  advifed  the  regent  to 
"  foilid  the  application  to  Rome  for  bulls, 
"  and  to  order  ilie  nominated  bifhops  to  ap- 
**  ply   to   their    njetropoliians  for   confirm^^- 
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**  tion.**  In  the  ^aft  mentioned  inftance  we 
have  more  advice,  but  no  reference  or  hint 
by  vhich  we  may  find  out  who  were  the  ad- 
viiers.  No  one  however  will  be  at  a  lofs  to 
determise  what  Tchool  thefc  learned  and  ref- 
pe6table  divines,  without  names,  belonged  to; 
and  whether  they  were  CathoUcs  or  Janfenifts 
who  could  advife  the  Duke  of  Orleans  to  take 
upon  hinifelf,  by  hi'?  own  authority,  to  invert 
the  fundamental  dilcij^uie  of  the  Gallican  as 
well  as  of  all  other  churches.  Bui  did  any 
metropolitan  venture  to  confirm,  or  any  bi- 
fliop  that  was  nominated  apply  for  confirma- 
tion on  the  ftrength  of  this  caiuiftry  ?  It  is  not 
in  the  power  of  the  Layman  to  adduce  a  fin- 
gle  inftance  of  this  during  the  lafer  ages. 
He  indeed  ftrongly  hints  that  this  took  place 
in  the  reign  of  Louis  XII.  and  Henry  IV.  of 
France,  but  in  doing  this  he  fhamefuUy  im* 
pofes  upon  the  reader.  The  former  of  the 
fafts  alluded  to  ftands  thus.  Louis  XII.  be- 
ing then  at  war  with  the  Pope,  who  was  then 
Julius  n.  publiflied  an  editt  for  the  recep- 
tion into  his  dominions  of  the  fchifmatical 
council  of  Milan,  which  council  had  taken 
upon  itfelf  to  fufpend  the  Pope  from  the 
adminiftration  of  the  pontificate:  hence  he 
forbade  his  fubjeds  to  apply  to.  Julius  for 

any 
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any  ecclefiaftical  provifion.  But  was  this  pro- 
hibition grounded  on  any  denial  of  an  ac- 
knowledged lawful  Pope's  claim  ?  or  was  this 
prohibition  to  have  a  permanent  efFeft  ?  No 
fuch  thing ;  it  was  grounded,  as  I  faid,  on  the 
pretended  fufpenfion  of  the  Pope,  and  it  was 
in  exprefs  terms  fixed  for  the  continuance  of 
the  faid  fufpenfion  *.  Had  I  fought  for  fuch 
proofs,  where  could  I  have  found  one  ftronger 
for  the  Pope's  right  of  confirming  bifhops 
being  acknowledged  in  France,  prior  to  the 
council  of  Trent  and  to  the  concordate,  than 
what  is  drawn  from  the  exception  before  us  ? 
With  refpeft  to  Henry  IV.  it  would  be  ex- 
traordinary indeed  if  he  acknowledged  the 
Pope's  right  to  inftitute  bifliops,  at  the  time 
that  he  was  a  proteftant,  and  that  the  Pope 
was  endeavouring  to  deprive  him  of  his  crown. 
It  is  not  then  to  the  opinion  and  behaviour 
of  the  king  we  are  to  advert  on  the  prefent 
occafion,  but  to  thofe  of  the  Gallican  church 
and  of  the  bilhops  who  adhered  to  him.  Did 
then  the  nominated  bifhops  apply  to  their 
metropolitans  for  inftitution  ?  or  did  the  me- 
tropolitans pretend  to  give  it  ?  The  Layman 
pretends  they  did,  but  hiflory  affures  us  the 

*  See  CoHtin,  Flexry^  /.  iii,  ^  117, 
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contrary*,  and  that  in  confequence  of  the 
Pope's  not  being  allowed  to  exercife  his  right, 
on  one  hand,  and  there  being  no  other  valid 
mode  of  fupplying  this  deficiency,  on  the  o- 
ther,  there  were,  at  one  time,  more  than  forty 
fees  in  France  deftitute  of  bifhops,  as  Cardi- 
nal Gondi  reprefented  in  feeling  terms  to  the 
Pontiff  t.  But  how  happens  it,  the  inquifitivd 
reader  will  demand,  that  our  Layman,  in 
giving  an  account  of  the  other  quarrels  of  the 
French  with  the  See  of  Rome,  fhould  fay  no- 
thing of  that  which  took  place  between  Louis 
XIV.  and  Innocent  the  XL  when  the  Pope, 
refufing  to  give  the  necefTary  inftitution,  above 
thirty  fees  were  deftitute  of  bifhops  ?  What 
was  done  in  this  cafe?  We  may  well  ima- 
gine there  was  no  want  of  learning  amongft 
the  fellow-prelates  of  Boffuet,  nor  was  there 
any  want  of  a  difpofition,  juft  after  the  fa- 
mous affembly  in  1682,  to  go  all  the  lengths 
againft  the  Pope  that  could  be  gone,  within 
the  pale  of  the  catholic  communion  :  yet  was 
there  no  patriarch  eleded,  nor  any  metropo- 
litan employed,  in  order  to  fupply  the  Pope's 
omiffion :  but,  whereas,  when  a  fee  is  vacant, 

*  Ibid,  I.  180.  §  g. 
f  lhid»  §  xa» 

the 
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the  cathedral  chapter  is  paffefiTed  of  ordinary 
jurifdidion,  the  prelates  nominated  by  the 
king  aftually  procured  themfelves  to  be  cho- 
fen  vicars  of  their  own  chapters,  in  order  thus 
to  procure  a  portion  of  delegated  amhority, 
■when  it  was  not  in  their  power  to  obtain  any 
of  a  proper  ordinary  nature. 

THE    COUNCIL    OF    TRENT. 

Amongfl  other  arguments  in  defence  of  his 
Holinefs's  right  to  confirm  bifhops,  I  have  re- 
peatedly adduced  the  infallible  authority  of 
the  lafl  general  council  of  the  church,  which, 
as  we  have  feen,  declares  that  "it  belongs  to 
"  the  Pope  to  exert  that  care,  which,  by  the 
"  duty  of  his  ftation,  he  owes  to  the  whole 
*'  church,  chiefly  in  placing  proper  pajiors  over 
"  each  particular  church  *.'*  In  return  the  Lay- 
man 

•  Scfl*.  24.  caf.  I.  de  ref.  See  alfo  Seff.  6.  cap.  i. 
•*  Confidens  ^fanfta  fynodus)  per  Dei  mifericordiam, 
*'  providamque  ipfius  Dei  in  terris  vicarii  folertiam, 
"  omnino  futurum  ut  ad  ecclefiarum  regimen ....  qui 

**  maxime  digni  fuerint aflumantur."    See  alfo 

the  conclufion  of  the  fame  chapter,  where,  fpeaking  of 
thofe  bifhops  who  obftinately  perfift  in  negledling  to 
watch  over  their  flocks,  it  fays  that  the  Roman  pontiff 
*'  In  ipfos  abfentes .  . .  fuz  fupremae  fedis  audoritate, 

aniroad- 
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fnan  fpeaks  contumelioufly  of  this  counciT^ 
and  rejeds  its  authority,  in  this  point.  It  i» 
not  indeed  furprifing  that  the  friend  of  Father 
Paul,  fhould  not  be  over  friendly  to  the  coun- 
cil  of  Trent :  accordingly  we  find  him,'on  one 
occafion,  charging  this  council,  with  having 
given  "too  much  power  to  the  Pope*,'*  and, 
on  every  other,  fpeaking  of  the  general  law* 
of  the  church,  as  if  the  decrees  of  this  aflem- 
bly  did  not,  in  any  fort,  belong  to  themt.  It 
is  true  ijideed  he  fometimes  grants  that  the 
Pope  enjoys  the  right  in  qiieftion,  where  the 
council  of  Trent  has  beeij  received  J,  but  he 
fays,  "  the  council  of  Trent  is  not  received 
**  by  us^: — our  condu6t  is  not  regulated  by 
•*  its  canons  of  difcipline  j[."  In  anfwer  to 
this,  I  muft  obferve  that  however  evident  it 

'*  anlmadvcrtere,  &  ecclefiis  ipfis  de  paftorlbas  utiliori- 
**  bus  pro'videre  poterit,  ficut  in  Domino  novcrit  expfc* 
«  dire." 

•  I  Let.  p.  14. 

+  "  In  none  of  the  church  Icnvs  is  the  confent  of  the 
**  Roman  pontiff  required  to  an  ordination."  i  Let.  p, 
52. — "This  application  to  Rome  for  bulls  of  confirma- 
*'  tion  is  not  fanciioned,  much  lefs  required  bj  the  {hHTch, 
*'  but  is  an  abufe."     Ibid,  p.  in,  ^c, 

I  2  Let.  p.  84. 

^  Furth.  Obf.  p.  7J. 

I  t  Let.  p.  26. 
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may  be  that  the  Layman  does  not  receive  tha 
council  of  Trent,  and  that  his  conduU  is  riot 
regulated  by  its  canons,  it  is  certain  at  leaft 
that  his  bifhops,  whofe  voice  he  is  bound  to 
hear,  in  thefe  matters,  do  receive  it,  in  difci- 
pline  no  lefs  than  in  faith,  except  in  certain 
points  which  are  abfolutely  incompatible  with 
our  fttuation  in  this  country  *,  that  they  ap- 
peal to  its  authority,  and  are  fludious  to  re* 
gulate  their  conduQ,  in  the  difcharge  of  their 
paftoral  office  by  its  wife  and  holy  canons  of 
difcipline.  But  it  is  fit  the  Layman  fliould 
know,  what  he  does  not  feem  aware  of,  that 

•  What  thofe  points  are,  which  it  is  Impoflible  to 
obfervc  in  our  prefent  circumflances,  it  is  for  the  head 
j3aftors  to  determine,  when  the  cafes  occur.  In  my  for- 
mer work,  p.  46, 1  quoted  the  learned  Dod  to  prove  that 
•*  though  the  council  of  Trent  was  vAs^i  Jolemnly  receiv- 
•*  ed  in  England,"  which  was  evidently  imprafticable, 
••  it  is  believed  no  catholic  will  prefume  to  reject  it  either 
**  as  to  dodlrine  or  difcipline." — In  anfwer  to  this  autho* 
'  rity,  the  Layman  has  nothing  elfe  to  offer  except  a  parti- 
cular inftancc,  viz.  that  of  marriages  coram  parocho, 
in  which  this  difcipline  icas  not,  becaufe  it  could  not  be 
obferved.  It  mufl:  feem  extraordinary  to  the  catholic 
reader  that  our  Layman  ihould  appear  to  admit  the  ofE- 
ciating  clergyman  of  the  eftablilhcd  church  to  be  the 
pnpriui  pajior,  whofe  prefence  and  bleffrng  is  required  by 
the  Tridcntine  Fathers.  SeJ)'.  24.  cap.  i.  de  Matrim, 
4W  Furtb,  Oh/,  p.  76. 

the 
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the  pafTage  quoted  above  relates  to  doBrine, 
no  lefs  than  to  difcipline,  fothat  it  becomes  an 
error  in  faith,  no  lefs  than  an  aft  of  fchifm  to 
deny  that,  in  the  prefent  difcipline,  "  the  Pope 
**  by  the  duty  of  ftation  appoints  paftors  to  all 
"  the  churches." 

But  independently  of  all  this,  I  have  al- 
ready compleatly  demolifhed  the  layman's 
argument,  drawn  from  our  pretended  exemption 
from  the  difcipline  of  the  council  of  Trent, 
by  fhewing  that  this  council  did  not  intro<» 
duce  a  new  difcipline,  with  refpc6l  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  biihops,  but  only  confirmed  an 
old  one,  and  that,  before  ever  this  council 
was  held,  the  Pope  gave  inftitution  to  all  the 
prelates,  in  this  and  in  every  other  part  of  the 
church,  in  the  fame  manner  as  he  has  done 
iince*,  nor  has  the  layman  been  able  to  bring 
the  fliadow  of  a  proof  to  the  contrary.  I  ad- 
vanced a  ftep  further,  and,  whereas  the  layman 
maintains  that  we  are  not  bound  by  the  difci- 
pline of  the  council  of  Trent,  becaufe  he  fays 
we  have  not  received  it,  and  that,  as  minifters 
of  the  church  we  are  bound  to  conform  to  the 
regulations  he   has  laid  down  in  his   three  fa- 

*  D.R./.46. 
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mous  rules*,  which  he  rcprefents  as  the  an* 
cient  dilcipline  of  the  church,  I,  on  the  other 
hand,  aliened  that  thel'e  "  regulations  never 
**  had  force  at  all  in   this  kingdom,  and  that 
"  there  never  vas  one  bifhop,  from   the  days 
"  of  Sr.  Aiiguftinc,  who  has  been  eleQed  and 
"  ordained  in  conformity  with  themt.'*  Here 
the  layman   thinks  proper  to  join    iffue  with 
me. — Does  he  then  bring  forae  conftitution  of 
our  Saxon  or  Norman  church,    in  which  it  is 
decreed,  iftly,  that  *    the  bifhop  fhall  be  cho- 
*^  fen  by  the  clergy  and  people  over  whom  he 
,  **  is  to  prefide  ?  2dly,  That  the  bifhops  of  the 
"  province  fliall   repair  to  the  vacant  bifhop- 
"  ric  to  concur  in  the  eleQion,  and  ordain  the 
"  perfon  chofen  ?**  sdly,  That  no  application 
"  Ihall  be  made   for  the  interference  of  any 
"  bilhop  out  of  the  province,  &c.  ?"  Alas  he 
is  unprovided   with  any  fuch  document.      It 
feems,  however,  that  he  has  fome  particular 
inftances  at  hand.     Let  us   hear  what  thejr 
depofe. 

In  order  to  fhew  what  has  been  the  difci- 
pline  of  the  church,  Jince  the  time  of  our 
apoftle  St.  Auguiline   in  the  fixth  century, 

•   I  Let.  pages  15,  l6> 

i  D.  R./.  46. 
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he  carries  us  up  two  ages  higher-  And  who 
is  ihe  grave  and  accurate  writer  that  he  ap- 
peals to  on  a  point  of  canon  law?  No  other 
than  the  famous  Geofry  ap  Arthur,  or  of 
Monmouth,  who  by  the  extravagant  and  ftupid 
accounts  he  has  publifhed  of  his  hero,  has 
blafted  his  charafler,  and  caufed  his  very  ex^ 
iftence  to  be  called  in  queftion.  And  what, 
after  all,  does  Geofry  alledge  in  behalf  of  the 
three  rules?  Why,  he  fays,  that  the  renowned 
King  Arthur,  "  having  called  the  clergy  and 
"  people  together,  appointed  his  own  chaplain 
**  to  l)e  the  archbifhop  of  York*."  I  very 
much  fear  tiiat  the  layman  here  forgot  his 
thefis,  and  thought  his  bufinefs  was  to  defend 
the  coucordates.  But  there  is  another  inflance, 
which  is  alfo  collecied  from  the  ancient  Bri- 
tifh  hillory.  It  ftands  thus;  "  Over  all  the 
"  Britons,  of  the  right  fide  of  Britain,  SS.Ger- 
"  manus  and  Lupus  confecrated  St.  Dubricius 
**  as  archbifhop,  a  great  do6lor,  chofen  by  the 
"  king  and  the  whole  parifh.  "  1  his  dignity 
•*  being  conferred  on  him  by  Germanus  and 
"  Lupus,  they  placed  him  in  the  epifcopal  fee 
**  at  Llandaff,  by  the  confent  of  the  King 
**  Mouricus,  the  princes,    the  clergy  and  the 


*  Further  OhferquitionSt p.  5 1. 
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**  people*.*'  A  more  unfortunate  paflage 
for  the  layman's  fyftem  could  not  have  been 
chofen.  For,  not  to  mention  other  informa- 
lities, according  to  our  layman's  fyftem,  I  aflc 
how  he  will  account  for  the  interference  of 
two  foreign  prelates  in  the  appointment  of  A 
Britifh  metropolitan,  fo  far  as  even  to  confer 
that  fuperiority  upon  himt,  and  this  without 
the  confent  or  concurrence,  for  any  thing  we 
can  difcover,  of  the  bifhops  of  the  province  ? 
What,  more  particularly,  will  the  layman  fay^ 
when  he  is  informed  that  thefe  two  prelates, 
who  exercifed  fuch  high  a6ls  of  ecclefiaftical 
fupremacy  in  this  ifland,  thirteen  centuries 
ago,  were  the  immediate  legates  of  the  See  of 
Rome,  fent  hither  with  a  fpecial  commiffiort 
by  Pope  Celeftine  to  extirpate  the  Pelagian 
herefyj  ?  What,  above  all,  will  this  gentle- 
man alledge  when  I  prove  that,  in  order  to 
make  the  moft  of  this  vague  and  incorreft  paf- 
fage,  as  it  appears  to  be  from  other  teilimo- 

+  "  Hac  dignitate  el  a  Germane  &  Lupo  data,  &c." 
J  **  Agricola  Pelagianus  Severiani  Pelagian!  filliis  ec- 
•*  clefias  Britanniae  dogmatis  fui  infinuatione  corrupit, 
•*  fed  aftionc  Palladii  Diaconi,  Czlcftinus  Gcrmamim 
•'  Antiflidorcnfem  epifcopura  i.'i-/y//«  niittit,  ut,  deturbati* 
•*  hxreticis,  Britarmos  ad  fidem  dirigat."  Profpcr  in 
Chidnico. 
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nies*,  he  lias  even  falfified  it?  Yet  this  1 
charge  him  with  having  a8ually  done,  by 
tranfpofing  a  pronoun  and  inferting  a  prepofi- 
tion  in  the  text  he  quotes;  befides  fuppref- 
fing  the  moft  important  particulars,  in  fuch 
manner  as  effentially  to  alter  its  meaning. 
For  whereas  the  original  fayst,  that  the  above 

♦  Cap^rave,  Alford,  Butler,  &c, 
+  Hac  dignitate  a  Germane  &  Lupo  data,  conftltire- 
lunt  ei  epifcopalem  fedem  conceffu  Mourici  regis,  princi- 
pum,  cleri  &  po^uli  aj>ud  Podium  Laniaf.  In  bono  re  S.  Petri 
apoftoli  fundatam,  &  cum  finibus  iftis  Ariugunua  ufque 
ad  Riufinion,  &  a  Gungelis  ufque  ad  mare,  totum  infra 
Taf  &  Elei  cum  pifcibus  &  coretibus  (pifcariis}  fuii 
omnibus,  &  cum  omni  fua  dignitate  libera  ab  omni  re- 
gali  &  faeculari  fervitio,  nifi  tantum  orationc  cotidiana  & 
ecclefiaftico  fervitio  pro  anima  illius,  &  pro  animabus 
parentum  fuorum  regum  &  principum  Britanniac  &  om- 
nium fidelium  defunftorum.  See  Hijlor'ia  de  primo  jiat» 
Landanj,  ecclef.  ex  antiqno  regiftro  quod  Teila  appellatuVt  apud 
Wharton,  torn,  z. p,  667. 

The  layman  fuppreffes  every  word  that  relates  to  the 
new  foundation,  and  in  quoting  the  Latin  paffage,  infcrt$ 
the  pronoun  ei  after  dignitate,  and  fubftitutes  the  prepofi- 
tion  in  for  ei  before  epifcoparem  fedem.  See  Further  Obfer- 
'vations.  Pages  51,  52. — For  fome  time  I  was  at  a  lofs  ta 
know  whether  Ulher  or  the  layman  had  altered  the  text, 
till  at  length  having  procured  a  copy  of  the  Ecclef.  Briu 
Antiq.  I  found  that  it  flood  there  exaftly  as  it  does  in  feve- 
ral  other  authors  I  have  feen,  who  quote  it,  and  in  the 
original  to  which  i  have  referred  above, 
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rtientioned  legat  s  of  the  Holy  See  Germa- 
nus  and  Lupus,  **  having  raifed  St.  lihricius 
"  to  the  faid  dignity,  appointed  his  epilcopal 
•*  fee,  by  the  confent  of  King  Mouricus,  the 
"  princes,  the  clergy  and  the  people,  to  be  ai 
**  Llandaffy  which  fee  was  then  founded  in 
•*  honor  of  St.  Peter  the  apoftle,'*  together 
vith  large  eftates,  fifheries  and  immunities 
there  defcribed,  (for  which  purpofes  no  doubt 
the  intervention  of  the  civil  power  was  necef- 
fary);  the  layman,  on  the  other  hand,  re- 
prefents  Germanus  and  Lupus  as  requiring, 
in  that  particular  inftance,  the  confent  of  the 
civil  power  merely  to  appoint  a  bijhop^  con- 
cealing that  a  new  fee,  with  all  its  rights  and 
poffeffions,  was  then  founded,  and  altering  the 
Latin  text,  in  his  notes,  to  fupport  this  mean- 
ing. 

But  in  looking  over  the  long  lift  of  our 
bifhops,  during  fo  many  centuries,  the  layman 
thinks  he  has  found  one,  "in  latter  times,  and 
•*  fubfequent  to  the  coming  of  St.  Auguftine," 
who  was  appointed  in  conformity  with  the 
difcipline  he  has  laid  down  in  his  three  famou« 
rules;  namely  Lanfranc  archbifhop  of  Can- 
terbury. To  prove  this  he  produces  two 
loofe  quotations,  which,  like  one  of  his  for- 
mer authorities,  might  ferve  for  an  account  of 

a  modern 
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a  modern  "eleftion  by  the  royal  conge  d'elircv 
In  fa6t  there  is  no  mention  in  them  of  the  pre- 
late's being  chofen  by  the  particular  clergy 
and  people,  whom  he  was  to  govern*,  much 
lefs  is  there  any  denial  of  the  interference  of 
the  bilhop  of  Rome  on  this  occafion,  who,  as 
we  have  pofitive  proofs,  did  confirm  Lanfranc, 
in  the  fame  manner  that  he  did  all  the  ireft  of 


*  The  monk  of  Canterbury,  Stephen  Birchington,  In 
his  account  of  the  prelates  of  that  fee,  exprefsly  fays, 
that  Lanfranc  was  ele<fled  by  the  conventual  chapter  of 
the  cathedral,  according  to  their  undoubted  privilege, 
and  the  univerfal  difcipline  of  the  times.     *'  Lanfrancus 

**  fuccelferit,   compellente  Rcge  Wilhelrao  Primo, 

**  eligentibus  eum  monachis  ecclefiae  Cantuarienfis  fenio- 
"  ribus,  &  confecratus  ell  a  VII  fuifraganeis  &  aliis."-— 
Lanfranc  himfelf  in  the  account  he  gives  of  his  promo- 
tion, favs;  "  A.  D.  1070,  Intravit  Anglicam  terram 
**  Lanfrancus  Cadoraenfis  Caenobii  Abbas,  moventibns 
*'  &  prscipientlbus  gloriofc  rege  Anglorum,  &  faelici* 
*'  memori:E  Alexandro  totius  S.  ccclefia  fummo  ponti- 
*'  Ecc."  GuL  Malny.  de gejiis  Pontif.  I.  I. — Godwin,  who, 
in  writing,  had  all  the  original  hiltorians  before  his  eyes, 
gives  the  moft  ample  and  the  molt  accurate  relation  of  th« 
promotion  in  queftion.  '*  Lanfrancuiu  prascipue  delegic 
*'  quem  monachis  eommendaret.  Hunc  promptc  illi  acci- 
*'  piunt,  proceribus  adeoquc  populo  univerfo  eiedionem 
*'  libenter  approbantibus.  Papa  etiam  ad  primam  peti- 
"  tionem  pallium  ac  confirmationem  cxpediente.'  Nov. 
cd,  p.  60. 

L  our 
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our  metropolitans,  from  St.  Auguftine  down 
to  Thomas  Cranm,ex  in  the  reign  of  Henry 
VIII. 

Such  is  the  evidence  which  the  layman 
bas  been  able  to  colleQ:  together,  from  our 
own  hiftory  and  that  of  other  nations,  in  de- 
fence of  his  favorite  fyftem,  and  on  the 
flrength  of  which  he  is  defirous  of  perfuad- 
ing  the  Englifii  Catholics  to  fet  up  a  difci- 
pline  for  themfelves,  different  from  that  which 
at  prcfent  prevails  in  every  part  of  the  Ca- 
tholic Church,  I  have  been  much  more  cir- 
cumftantial  in  detailing  and  examining  thefe 
particular  inftances  than  there  was  any  abfo- 
lute  neceffity  for:  but  I  was  willing  to  give 
my  antagonift  a  full  hearing  on  the  main 
point  of  controverfy  between  us.  I  fhall 
leave  thefe  authorities  now  to  take  their  pro- 
per level  in  the  mind  of  the  intelligent  rea- 
der, without  thinking  it  necelfary  ro  throw  in 
any  {counterpoife  of  pofitive  proofs,  by  way 
of  fliewing  that  the  whole  current  of  difci- 
'pline,  in  the  ages  referred  to,  fets  direftly 
againll  that  fyftem  which  my  antagonifl  flrives 
to  form  out  of  the  particular  inftances  we 
have  been  invefligaiing. 

THE 
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THE     FRENCH     SCHISM. 

The  reader  will  cbferve  that,  in   fpeaking 
oftheaQual   difcipline  of  the  different  por- 
tions of  the  church,  I  have  made  no  account 
of  that  which  has  been  lately,   by  the  ftrong 
hand  of  ufurpation  and  pcrfecution,  obtruded 
on  the   unfortunate  fallen  church  of  France. 
This  I  have  all  along  fuppofed  to  be  in  perfed 
conformity  with  the  layman's   plans,  and  by  ^ 
way  of  opening  the   eyes  of    feme  perfons, 
who  are  not  to  be  convinced  but  by  actual  ex- 
perience, I  proved  in  my  late  work*,  the  per- 
fefl:  conformity  that  exifts  between  the  plan  of 
church    government    in    queftion,    and    that 
which  has  been  eftabliflied  on  the  ruins  of  the 
Gallican  Church,   by  that  orthodox   aflembly 
of  lay  divines,   the  late  National  Affembly  of 
France.     In  fad,  both   fyftems  are   built  on 
the  fame  pretended  right   of  the  clergy   and 
people  to    ele6t   their  own    bifhops,    on.  the 
fame  impious  claim  of  the  civil  power  or  of 
the    people     to     determine    the     limits     of 
fpiritual     jurifdiBion,     by     meddling      with 
the    ere6lion    or     demarcation     of    diocefes, 
on  the  fame  fchifmatical  denial   of  the  Pope's 
right  to  communicate  fpiritual  jurifdiBion  to 
bifliops,  by  ihlUtuting  them,   on  the  fame  infi- 

♦  D.  R.  pages  j^8,d.C),  1:3  paffim. 
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dious  confufion  of  ordiciation  with  jurifdic- 
tion,  on  the  fame  unauthorized  and  dange- 
rous fubftitution  of  empty  and  fallacious  let- 
ters of  communion  from  the  prelates  to  their 
head,  in  the  place  of  the  venerable  and  ca^ 
nonical  oath  of  their  obedience  to  him  :  and 
all  this  is  done  or  attempted,  in  both  inftan- 
ces,  under  the  laughable  pretext  of  "  a  defire 
"  of  feeing  our  religion  pra6lifed  in  its  pri- 
**  mitive  purity,  Sec*,*'  I  moreover  fhewed 
that,  as  the  layman's  fyllem  was  the  fame 
with  that  of  the  French  intruders,  fo  it  was 
fupported  by  the  very  fame  argument?,  which 
they  make  ufe  of,  and  that,  as  mine  is  the 
felf  fame  with  that,  for  which  fo  many  illuf- 
trious  pallors  of  that  church  have  fuffered  all 
temporal  lofles  and  calamities,  even  to  the 
fhedding  of  their  blood,  fo  it  reds  on  the  very 
fame  ground,  and  has  been  defended  by  me 
with  the  fame  viftorious  arms,  which  they 
have  wielded  before  me.  This  I  proved  by 
numerous  extracts  from  the  moft  celebrated 
paftoral  letters  or  other  writings  of  the  exiled 
bifhops  and  ecclefiaftics.  In  return  the  lay- 
man, who  perceives  the  juft  horror  with  which 
every  fct  of  chriftians,  and  every  fet  of  men, 

♦  2  Letter,  p.  38. 
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out  of  that  deluded  and  devoted  country,  is 
ftruck,  at  the  whole  of  tiieir  proce^^dings,  in 
religifus  no  lefs  than  in  civil  cr)nceiii.s.  now 
complains  loudly  at  my  having  charged  him 
"  with  admitting  the  epifcopal  eledions  giving 
on  in  France*."  The  reader  will  obferve  that 
he  does  not  objeO.  to  the  parallel  I  have  drawn 
between  his  fyftem  of  epifcopal  elections  and 
that  of  the  French  Aflembly,  nor  does  he  at- 
tempt to  fhew  a  fingle  line  of  difparity  be- 
tween them.  It  is  prt)per  alfo  to  remark  that 
he  does  not  even,  when  complaining  of  the  ac-i 
cufation,  I  have  brought  againft  him,  deny  the 
fubllance  of  it,  or  difclaim  an  approbation  of 
the  French  fyftem,  except  in  the  fingle  in- 
ftance  of  their  having  given  protection  to 
chriftianity  in  fomefhape  or  another,  by  eftab- 
lifliing  achurch  J  On  the  contrary  he  fays, 
"  I  am  not  under  the  neceffity  of  delivering 
"  my  opinion  on  that  fubjeft,  I  fhall  therc- 
**  fore  readily  be  excufed,  if  I  do  not  repeat 
**  the  outrageous  epithets  which  have  been 
"  bellowed  on  that  nationt.  I  am  not  fond 
"  of  abufive  names  j  and  I  mud  have  ftronger 

**  proofs 

*   Further  Ohfcrvatmis,p.  43. 

+  In  my  firft  fketch  of  the  prefent  work  I  had  drawn  a 
faint  eutlincof  theproceed/ngsof  the  ruffian-philofophers, 

who 
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•*  proofs  adduced  of  their  fchifm,  than* I  have 
••  hitherto  feen,  before  I  give  them  the  appeW^ 
**  lation  of  fchifmatics*.**  The  public  will 
not  be  furprized,  from  the  layman's  political 
connexions,  at  his  unwillingnefs  to  beftowou^ 
rageous  epithets  on  the  French  naiion^^or  to  call 
them  by  ahijive  names :  Thefe  he  referves  for 
the  prelates  and  clergy  of  his  own  comtnil-^ 
nion,  whofe  whole  efforts  are  direfted  to  pre- 
ferve  him  within  the  pale  of  the  church,  and 
for  his  anceftors  and  predecefTors  who  have 
fhed  their  blood  in  the  fame  caufe.  Abun- 
dant proof  of  this  will  be  met  with  in  the  latter 
half  of  the  layman's  laft  pamphlet.     As  to  his 

who  are  now  endeavouring  to  ruin  all  the  deareft  interefts 
of  human  nature  in  this  world  and  in  the  next,  and  of 
thofe  infamous  hirelings,  who,  under  the  charafter  of 
chriftian  priefts,  countenance  and  fupport  fuch  mcafures 
for  money.  This  might  perhaps  have  drawn  upon  me  a 
frefli  charge,  "  of  bcftowing  outrageous  epithets  on  the 
"  French  nation."  But  their  former  excefles  arc  fo 
completely  abforbed  in  that  regularprogrefs  of  diabolical 
wickednefs,  which  marks  all  their  condiid;  and  in  fuch 
deferved  abhorrence  are  thofe  enemies  of  God  and  man 
held  by  every  other  nation  and  people,  as  to  fuperfede 
the  neceffity  of  the  remarks  1  had  in  readinefs.  I  even 
indulge  a  hope  that  the  fight  of  the  excefles  in  queftion 
may  have  produced  a  happy  effeft  on  the  layman  hinafelf. 
•  Ibid. 

antagonift 


C    79    ] 

antagonift  the  clergyman,  he  is  hardily  ever 
denoted  by  any  other  name  than  that  of  pa^ 
pijl  or  papijlic  writer.  But  as  this  gentleman 
fo  ftifly  Idenies  that  he  has  ever  delivered  his 
fentiments  on  the  fubjeft  in  queftion,  it  is 
proper  for  me  to  refrefli  his  memory  with  a 
few  palTages  from  his  own  publications. 

Treating  of  the  "  different  modes  of  eftab- 
"  lifhing  bifhops"  which  prevail  in  the  feve- 
ral  parts  of  the  church,  he  mentions  that 
which  the  National  Affembly  has  fet  up  in 
France,  with  the  fame  deference  as  of  either 
of  the  others.  "  Does  he  (the  Holy  Ghoft) 
**  dire6l  the  people  in  France  to  eleO;  their 
"  bifhops?  Does  he  in  Spain  and  Portugal 
"  infpire  the  fovereigns  to  name  them  ?  Does 
*'  he  in  Germany  give  this  right  to  the  opu- 
"  lent  chapters  of  the  refpe6live  cathe- 
«  drals*  ?" 

In  like  manner,  fpeaking  of  the  various 
modes,  at  different  times,  of  naming  or  ap- 
pointing bifiiops  "  in  the  chrijlian  church^**  he 
concludes  the  article  with  faying:  "At  pre- 
"  fent,  //"  we  except  the  new  regulations  made  in 
**  France,  either  the  fovereign  names  the  bi- 


*  Second  Letter,  f.  58, 

"  fhop. 
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'*  fliop;  6r  he  is  elefted  by  the  chapter*.'* 
Does  not  the  very  term  of  regulaiionSf  when 
applied  to  a  fchifmatical  ufurpation  of  eccle- 
fiaftical  power,  imply  a  certain  approbation  of 
the  meafure  in  qucftion  ? 

It  is  well  known,  that  one  of  the  moft  ef- 
fential  of  thefe  new  regulations,  for  elefting 
bifhops,  appointed  by  the  National  AfTembly, 
is  the  fubftitution  of  certain  delufive  letters  of 
communion  with  the  Holy  See,  inftead  of  the 
canonical  oath  of  confecration.  On  this  fub- 
je£l:  the  layman  thus  expreffes  himfelf. 
"  Thefe  letters  of  communion  and  profef- 
"  fions  of  faith  have  been  lately  adopted  in  a 
•*  neighbouring  kingdom.  I  hope  we  fliall 
**  revive  this  ancient  and  excellent  prac- 
"  ticct." 

I  fhall  cite  but  one  more  paflage  from  the 
layman's  writings,  to  fhew  that  he  has  expref- 
fed  his  fentiments,  and  that  with  a  decided 
approbation,  on  the  moft  effential  of  all  the 
regulations  refpeQing  the  eleftions  going  on 
in  FranceJ."  "  The  late  regulations,  made 
•*  in  France,  have  taken  from  the   court  of 

*  Further  Oh/ervatiotts,  p,  I'^t 

+  Second  Letter,  p.  85. 
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'*  Rome  the  right  of  confirming  the  bifhops^ 
**  of  that  kingdom;  but  this  refumption  of  the 
"  right  of  confirmation  affe6i:s  not  the  religioa 
•*  of  the  bifhops,  nor  of  their  flocks:  and,  if 
**  in  future,  any  bifhop  eleft  fhould,  contrary 
"  to  the  rules  now  eftablifhed,  apply  to  Rome 
"  for  bulls  of  confirmation,  he  would  violate 
*f  the  laws  of  his  country;  and  he  could  not 
"  pretend  jthat  the  penalties  he  might  incur, 
**  by  fuch  a  proceeding,  would  be  inflicted  on 
**  account  of  his  religion.  The  fame  muft  be 
**  faid  of  the  catholic  bifhops  in  this  coun^- 
**  try*'* 

But  to  return  to  the  principal  point  ia 
queftion,  namely,  whether  the  adherents  to 
the  pretended  civil  conftitution  of  France 
areor^are  not  in  a  ftate  of  fchifm.  This  is 
evidently   a  matter  of  the   firft   confequence 

*  Second  Letter,  p.  ill.  The  reader  will  not  fail  to  re- 
mark the  juftification  here  fet  up  of  all  the  dreadful  par- 
fecutions,  which  the  orthodox  French  clergy  have  en- 
dured; whofe  only  alledged  crime  confifted  in  their  re- 
fufal  to  bind  themfelves,  by  the  pretended  civic  oath,  to 
obferve  this  amongft  the  "  other  late  regulations  made 
*'  in  France."  They  certainly  do  moft  emphatically  re- 
fufe  to  fwear,  that  they  will  not  receive  any  more  bulls 
from  Rome:  Hence,  according  to  the  layman,  their 
**  penalties  2iXQ]\iMy  inflifted." — "  The  fame,"  he  adds, 
■  *•  muft  be  faid  of  the  catholic  bifhops  in  this  country!" 

''■  M  for 
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f^r  uS  to  know,  in  order  that  we  may  thereby 
learn,  whether  or  no  it  is  lawful  for  us  to  hold 
communion  with  a  nation,  in  the  exercifes  of 
religion,  with  which  our  principal  intcrcourfe 
has  hitherto  been.  It  may  juftly  appear  ex- 
traordinary that  our  lay  divine,  who  decides 
with  fo  much  confidence,  by  a  kind  of  intui- 
tive knowledge,  on  every  theological  fubje6t 
that  comes  before  him,  and  generally  in  a  dif- 
ferent way  from  thofe  dull  divines,  who  are 
obliged  to  acquire  their  knowledge  by  a  long 
and  tedious  courfe  of  regular  ftudy,  that  he, 
1  fay,  fliould  be  at  a  lofs  to  decide  on  the  moft 
important  fubje6l  that  has  occupied  the  at* 
icntion  of  the  church  for  fome  centuries  back- 
wards, namely  whether  the  great  cftablifli- 
jncnt  of  France  continues  to  be,  at  the  pre- 
fent  day,  a  branch  of  the  living  vine,  or  whe- 
ther it  is  now  cut  off  and  putrifying,  by  the 
Itagnation  of  its  vital  juices?  Yet  fo  it  is; 
for  notwithflanding  the  importance  of  the 
queftion,  and  that  a  main  point  of  our  con- 
tvGverfy  hitches  upon  its  folution,  he  ei- 
ther cannot  or  will  not  fpeak  out  to  it.  His 
words  are,  "  I  am  not  obliged  to  deliver  my 
**  opinion  on  the  fubje6l  of  the  plan  carrying 
"  on  in  France.  ...  I  am  not  fondof  abufivc 
"  names;    and   I   mull  have   ftronger  proofs 

adduced 
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••  adduced  of  their  fchifm,  than  I  have  hi- 
*•  thcrto  feen,  before  I  give  them  the  appel- 
**  lation  of  fchifmatics  *."  Perhaps  a  little 
difcuffion  may  clear  up  this  grand  queftion 
on  which  the  Layman  is  either  fo  fhy  or  fo 
uninformed,  and  may  even  enable  us  to  de- 
cide how  far  the  Layman,  making  due  allow- 
lowance  for  invincible  ignorance,  has  himfelf 
contraftcd  the  guilt  of  fchifm.  For  this  quef- 
tion has  alfo  been  at  iffue  between  us  t.  But 
firft  it  is  neceflary  to  inquire, 

WHAT    IS    SCHISM  ? 

**  Schifm,"  fays  the  Layman,  on  the  occa- 
{ion  juft  alluded  to,  "  in  matters  of  religion, 
**  is  a  divifion  or  feparation  in  a  body  of  men, 
**  in  their  faith  or  religious  profeffions," 
According  to  this  new  and  curious  definition 
of  fchifm,  "  the  divifions  in  their  religious 
*'  profeffions'*  between  the  Muflelman  fol- 
lowers of  Ali  and  Abubequer,  nay,  thofe  a- 
mongft  the  Gentoos  and  favages  are  properly 
fchifms;  while,  if  this  be  admitted,  not  only 
the  dear  little  conventicle  at  Utrecht,  and  the 
rebellious  intruders  of  France,  but  alfb  the 
ancient  Donatifts  and  Novatians  may  perhaps 

*  2  Let.  J>.  95.  f  Jiid, 

M  2  efcape^ 
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cfcapc  tliis  odious  cenfure.  Finally,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  definiiion  before  us  which  im- 
plies tha'  fchifm  h  at  all  finful  or  unlawful;  fof 
every  one  fees  that  it  may  not  only  be  lawful, 
but  indifpenfibly  neceffary,  for  a  man^to  fepa- 
rate  from  the  faith  or  religious  profeflions  of 
ike  body  of  men  to  which  he  belongs,  though  in 
no  cafe  it  is  lawful  for  him  to  feparate  from 
the  catholic  church.  But  let  us  hear  the  great 
do6lor  of  the  fchools,  with  his  own  unrivalled 
precifion  and  learning,  defcribing  from  the 
fathers  *  the  diftin£live  charafter  of  fchifma- 
tics.  His  words  are  as  follows.  "  Thofe  are 
"  properly  called  fchifmatics,  who,  by  their 
"  own  will  and  intention,  feparate  themfelves 

"  from  the  unity  of  the  church Now 

•«  the  unity  of  the  church  confifts  in  two 
•*  points,  namely,  in  the  connexion  or  com- 
**  munion  of  the  members  of  the  church  with 
**  one  another,  and  in  the  fubordination  of  all 

"  the  members  of  the  church  to  one  head 

"  This  head  is  Chrift  himfelf,  whofe  place  in 
**  the   church   the  chief  pontiff  holds:  and 

•  **  Inter  fchifma  8c  hacrcfim  hoc  intcreffe  arbitror, 
**  quod  hsercfis  pcrvcrfum  dogma  habet :  fchifroa  ab  cc- 

"  clefia  fcperat Caeierum,    nullum    fchifma  eft, 

*'  quod  non  fibi  aliquam  hxrefim  confmgat,  ut  redlc  ab 
♦•  ccclcfia  receMc  vidcatur."   JJieron,  £j>,  at  Ga/ar. 

"  there- 
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**  therefore  thofe  art  property  fchifmatics  wh^ 
"  re/ufe  to  be  JuhjeB  to  the  chief  pontiff,  and  to 
**  communicate  tuith  thofe  members  of  Ike  church 
•*  wha  are  fubjeH  to  him  *"  In  conformity 
with  this  doftrine,  which  is  in  perfe6l  unifon 
with  that  of  every  other  catholic  divine,  I 
beg  leave  to  afk  thefe  plain  queftions  :  Whe- 
ther it  is  not  obvious  that  the  intruding  cler- 
gy of  France,  and  their  adherents,  have  re- 
fufed  that  fubmiffion  to  the  head  of  the  church, 
which  all  catholics  pay  to  him  ?  Whether,  at 
the  very  time  that  they  profefs  to  hold  com- 
munion with  him,  they  have  not  rejefted 
thofe  terms  on  which  alone  he  folemnly  de-^ 
clares  he  can  admit  them  to  his  communion  t? 
Whether  they  have  not  broken  the  unity  of 
the  church,  and  communion  in  religion,  by 
pretending  to  derive  ecclefiaftical  jurifdidion 
from  a  different  fource  from  that  which  all 


*  St.  Thomas  Aquin  fiuttma  za  itt.  qu.  39, 

+  This  requifition  and  menace  of  Pius  VI.  is  In  per-» 
feft  conformity  with  the  language  of  his  predeceflbr  Leo 
the  Great,  addrefled  to  the  bifhops  of  Campania.  "Hoc 
*'  itaque  admonitio  noftra  denunciat  quod  fi  quis  fratrum 
"  contrahaec  conftituta  venire  tentaverit  &prohibita  fuerit 
**  aufus  adraittere,  a  fuo  fe  novcrit  officio  fubmovendum, 
'•  nee  communionis  noftrae  futurum  eflc  confortem,  qui 
**  focius  effe  noluit  difciplins,"    S.  Lto  ad  Ep.  Cam. 

Other 
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Other  catholics  acknowledge  and  apply  to, 
as  likewife  by  refufing  every  degree  of  fpirit- 
ual  fubmiffion  to  their  lawful  paftors,  merely 
becaufe  thefe  are  obnoxious  to  an  infidel  lay 
affembly  ?  and  w;hether,  in  confequence  of 
thefe  flagrant  a£ls  of  fchifm,  they  are  not, 
at  the  prefent  moment,  feverally  under  the 
a£lual  excommunication  of  thefe  pallors  now 
in  exile  for  their  religion?  Finally,  whether 
the  head  of  the  church,  after  repeated  admo- 
nitions, has  not  fixed  the  day  for  confirming 
thefe  feparate  fentences,  and  denouncing 
them  as  excommunicated,  in  every  portion  of 
the  univerfe*?     If  the  layman  thinks  that 

.  perfons 

*  As  his  Holineffes  late  brief  is,  at  the  fame  time, 
interefting,  inftruftive  and  edifying,  and  has  not  been 
generally  circulated  on  this  fide  of  the  water,  it  may  not 
be  improper  to  give  an  abftrad  of  it.  He  begins  hit 
brief,  which  is  addrefled  to  the  whole  church  of  France, 
with  teftifying  his  joy  on  one  hand,  and  his  forrow,  oa 
the  other,  at  the  different  efFefts  which  his  former  brief 
of  the  13th  of  April,  1791,  had  produced  on  the  French 
liation  :  he  exprefles  the  confolation  he  felt  in  viewing 
the  flrmnefs  of  the  131  faithful  bifhops  of  France  amidft 
the  increafing  perfecutions  they  experienced  for  their 
rcligioH,  likewife  at  the  innumerable  retraflations  of  th« 
profcrlbed  formulary,  called  the  civic  oath,  which  he 
daily  received  from  thofe  who  teftified  that  their  faith 
bad  been  furprized  on  the  occafion :  to  thefe  he  extendi 

.■5  *!** 
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perfons  in  this  predicament  are  ftill  in  unity 
and  communion  with  the  head  of  the  church 

and 

the  benefit  of  his  communion.    He  mentions  the  voluntary 
demiflion  of  the  intruding  archbifhop  of  Rouen  and  the 
flight  of  other  intruding  clergy  from  their  ill-gotten  be- 
nefices, as  a  proof  of  the  power  of  confcience  over  them, 
but  he  declares  that  this  ftep  is  not  fufficient,  for  their 
admiffion  into  the  fold,  without  openly  retracing  their 
fchifmatical  oath.     He  then  laments  the  obduracy  of  the 
four  apellate  bifhops,  and  ftill  more  their  heinous  facri- 
lege  in  perpetuating  their  fchifm,  by  ordaining  other 
bifhops.     He  obferves  that  thefc,  by  calling  themfelves 
fofijiitutional  hijhops,  fufficiently  acknowledge  that  they  are 
not  catholic  hijhop!.     He  proceeds  to  fhew  that  artifice  and 
diffimulation  are  the  diftinftive  charafter  of  fchifm  and 
herefy;  this  he  fays  is  manifeft  in  the  condufl  of  the  con- 
ftitutional  bifhops,  who  pretend  to  communicate  with 
his  apoftolical  fee,  merely  by  giving  him  notice  of  their 
cleftion,  at  the  fame  time  that  they  are  fighting  againft 
its  juft  rights  and  authority.     He  then  fpeaks  of  the  apo- 
logy, filled  with  condemned  errors  and  herefies,  which 
they  had  fet  forth  for  their  conduft,  under  the  title  of 
Accorde  des  •vrais  Principes,  which  was  accompanied  with  a 
pretended  letter  to  himfelf,  which  he  fays  they  never 
fent  to  him.     He  promifes  a  a  refutation  of  this  publica- 
tion, and  a  compleat  body  of  inftruftion  on  the  fubjeft 
of  it ;  in  the  mean  time  he  expofes  the  ridiculous  pretext 
to  which  thefe  bilhops,  who  pretend  to  communicate  with 
him,  are  forced  to  have  recourfe,  namely,  that  his  brief* 
are  not  authentic,  at  the  fame    time   that  he    charges 
their  adherents  with  having  circulated  forged  letters  ia 
hii  aame,  by  way  of  iodueing  the  public  to  believe  that 

he 
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and  the  members  of  it  that  adhere  to  him,  he 
muft  have  ftrangc  ideas  indeed  upon  the  fub^ 
jeft,  and  it  is  in  vain  for  me  to  caution  him  a- 
gainft  the  guilt  and  penalties  of  fchifm.  In- 
deed the  layman  does  not  attempt  to  deny 
that  the  French  are  in  the  (late  of  fchifm,  if 
it  be  granted  that  the  briefs  which  have  been 
ilfued  by  the  Pope  on  this  occafion  arc  of  any 

he  had  fanftioned  their  fchifm  :  he  next  refutes  their  ob« 
jeftion  drawn  from  the  want  of  certain  formalities  in  the 
publication  of  his  briefs.  Thefe,  he  (hews,  aie  not  nc- 
celTary,  at  leaft  m  cauja  majori,  fuch  as  that  in  queftion, 
which  is  both  referved  to  him  by  the  canons,  and  has 
been  referred  to  him  by  the  prelates  of  the  French, 
chnrch.  He  adverts  to  the  impoffibility  of  obferving 
thefe  formalities  in  the  prefeiijt  ftate  of  France,  and  cite* 
the  anfwer  of  the  French  clergy  to  Benedidl  XIV.  on  tho 
fubjeft  of  his  encyclical  letter.  *'  You  have  no  occafion 
**  for  the  royal  authority,  to  publifii,  as  a  rule  of  faith, 
"  the  anfwer  of  the  appftolical  fee  upon  a  mere  fpiritual 
•*  queftion."  After  this,  he  bewails  the  fad  ftate  of 
fchifm  into  which  the  intruding  clergy  had  plunged 
themfelves,  and  fays,  though  he  fliould  be  juftified  ia 
launching,  without  further  delay,  the  thunder  of  his  ex- 
communication againft  them,  yet,  confidering  the  good 
tffeft  of  his  former  delay,  he  allows  them  twice  fixty  days, 
by  way  of  fecond  and  third  admonition,  before  he  de-. 
nounces  them  as  excommunicated  to  all  the  churches  im 
the  world.  This  brief  is  dated  March  19,  1792.  Whe- 
ther his  Holinefs  has  prolonged  the  term  of  his  forbcar« 
ancc  is  not  yet  publickly  known  at  this  difiance. 

authority. 
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authority*.  This,  however,  he  denies;  fay- 
ing»  that  "thefe  inftruments  not  being  adrait- 
**  ted,  they  reft  on  their  own  intrinfic  merits 
"  and  the  convi6lion  they  may  convey  to  ra- 
"  tional  minds  t.'*     This  naturally  leads  to 

the 

*  Furth.  Obf.  p.  76. 

+  Ibid.  Here  the  layman  begins  an  attack  upon  the 
argumentation  contained  in  certain  paflages  of  one  of 
thefe  briefs,  which  he  endeavours  to  hold  up  to  the  odium 
<)f  the  public.  Nothing  however  can  be  gathered  from 
what  he  advances,  except  that,  in  his  opinion,  it  is  very 
hard,  that  each  individual  fhould  not  be  left  at  liberty 
|Hiblickly  to  infuit  religion,  and  to  blafpheme  his  Maker 
and  his  Saviour,  without  being  fubjed  either  to  civil  or 
«cclenaftical  punifliment,  and  that  the  famous  "  conftitu- 
*'  tions  of  Clarendon  did  not  intrench  on  the  fpiritoal 
**  power."  P.  78.  I  readily  grant  that,  in  the  !aj>ma?i' s 
fyjiem  of  fpi ritual  and  temporal  power,  which  we  fhall 
htreafter  confider,  noelTcntial  right  of  the  church  was  in- 
vaded by  thefe  conftitutions.  But,  without  faying  any 
thing  of  the  ecclefiaftical  privileges  of  the  times  in  quef- 
tir>a,  which  made  part  of  the  civil  conftitution  of  the 
ftate,  and  which  foon  afterwards  held  the  firft  place  in 
the  MagJia  Charta,  there  is  no  orthodox  catholic,  who. 
knows  his  religion,  will  fay  that  the  fpiritual  power  is 
net  infringed,  when,  not  only  the  prince  himfclf  is  pro- 
tected from  ecclefiaftical  cenfures,  conjfit.  4.  but  is  alfo 
enabled  to  proteft  all  his  immediate  dependants  from 
thera,  con.  7.  and  10.  when  it  is  left  to  him  to  determine 
what  fpiritual  caufes  fhall,  and  what  fhall  not  be  referred 
to  the  head  of  the  church,  con.  8.  to  keep  biOioprics  va- 
N  caat 
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the  inveftigation  of  a  moft  important  fubjeft, 
on  which  the  layman  and  myfelf  are  conftant* 
}y  in  oppofition,  namely,  what  are 

THK 

cant  as  long  as  it  fuits  him  to  enjoy  their  revenues,  and 
then,  not  by  virtue  of  any  ecclefiaftical  concordate,  but 
'ky  his  own  proper  authority,  to  have  the  principal 
(hare  in  the  election  of  the  prelates.  Con.  1 2.  I  omit 
others  of  thefe  conftitutions  equally  objeftionable,  and  I 
muft  admonifh  the  reader  that  they  arc  mutilated,  and 
that  the  full  fenfe  of  thera  is  not  given  in  the  late  Hijiory 
•f  the  Reign  of  Henry  11,  1 790.  See  Mat.  Paris  ad  an, 
1164.  The  layman  concludes  with  faying,  "that  the 
•*  caufe  of  Thomas  a  Becket  has  long  fince  been  givea 
**  up." — By  whom  has  it  been  given  up,  except  by  the  ever 
varying  and  inconfiftent  author  of  the  work  juft  mention- 
ed, who  defends  the  faint  yet  abandons  his  caufe  ?  But 
whatever  controverfy  there  may  have  been  concerning 
our  faint's  merit,  during  life,  there  can  be  none  concern- 
ing his  death.  The  whole  queftion  then,  as  it  was  put  to 
him  by  the  aflaflinsthemfelves,  with  their  uplifted  fwords, 
was,  "  Will  you  abfolve  the  biftiops  of  London  and  Sa- 
**  rum  from  their  fpiritual  cenfuresf"  Who  does  not 
acknowledge  that  to  have  pronounced  even  an  equitable 
fentence,  at  the  requifition  of  armed  ruflians,  would  have 
betrayed  the  fpiritual  rights  of  the  church  ?  But  the 
faint  proved,  that  his  two  fuffragans  "  had  made  no  ca- 
"  nonical  fatisfadlion." — "  If  thou  wilt  not,"  replied  the 
murderers,  "  then  thou  (halt  die." — "  1  am  ready  to  die 
**  for  the  church  of  God,"  returned  the  martyr,  and 
bowed  his  head  to  their  weapons. — The  bare  narration 
of  St.  Thomas's  martyrdom,  which  is  the  fame  in  fub- 

fiance 
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TKE   ISSXNTIAL  RIGHTS  OF   THE  POPK. 

It  is  the  remark  of  a  c'ear-headcd  divine 
of  the  prefent  day,  whom  many  have  ridicul- 
ed that  dared  not  contend  with  him  in  argu- 
ment, that  feveral  perfons  have  been  fo  long 
fludying  what  the  Pope  is  not,  that  they  have 
forgotten  what  he  aHually  is*»  There  is  no  one 
amongftthefe  >n\\o  take  fo  much  pains  to  ftrip 
the  Pope  of  his  titles  and  prerogative  as  the 

fiance  with  that  of  the  faid  Hlftorian,  is  the  beft  vindica- 
tion of  it,  and  yet  all  this  writer's  avowed  enthufiafm 
for  one  who  "  fell  as  blefled  martyrs  have  done,"  has 
not  prevented  him  from  faying  in  conclufion,  that  *'  to 
"  us  his  (this  martyr's)  caufe  wears  few  marks  of  chrif- 
**  tian  truth!" — What  a  pity  is  it,  that  an  author  who 
poflefles  fo  many  advantages  for  enlightening  and  im- 
proving his  cotemporaries,  fhould  degrade  his  native  ta- 
lents, by  adopting  the  very  worft  ftyle  of  any  living  writ- 
er, and  his  difpofitions  to  do  good,  by  inculcating  erro- 
neous opinions,  adapted  to  the  prejudices  of  the  times, 
which  in  his  ferious  moments  he  difavows.  The  former 
of  thefe  points  may  at  any  time  be  proved ;  the  latter 
this  gentleman  has  more  than  once  confeffed  of  late. — 
It  is  hoped  that  when  he  ferioufly  refieifis  on  the  detri- 
ment he  has  done  to  the  fouls  of  many,  by  the  errors  in 
queftion,  he  will  add  one  more  work  to  the  lift  of  his  pub- 
lications, under  the  title  of  Retraiintions, 

*  Dialogue  between  a  Protefting  Catholic  Di0enter 
iuad  a  Catholic,  /.  3. 

N  2  theologic 
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theologic  layman  *.  Seldom  it  is  that  he  de- 
fcribes  the  common  '^^  father  of  all  chrijiiaiu^^* 
as  a  general  council  has  termed  him  t,  by  any 
other  title  than  that  o\foragnprtlal^\\  and  when 
he  boafts  of  his  deference  to  him,  he  alledges 
that  he  has  called  him  "the  firft;  paftur,  or 
"  the  firft  bilhop  of  our  church;"  which  he 
"  believes  is  the  moft  proper  appellation  that 
"  can  be  given  to  him§.**  If  this  be  the  moft 
proper  appellation  of  the  fucceffor  of  St.  Pe- 
ter, and  that  which  beft  defcribes  the  charac- 
ter he  bears  in  the  church,  then  we  muft  cer- 
tainly fay  that  the  holy  fathers  and  councils 
have  gone  a  great  deal  too  far  in  the  titles 
and  eulogiums  they  have  beftowed  upon  him, 
when  they  call  him  "the  bifhop  of  bi{hops||, 
"  the  paftor  of  pallors  **,  the  bifhop  of  the 

*  "Qnifquis  huic  fedi  principatum  cxiftimat  dene- 
*'  gandiim,  illius  quidem  nullo  niodo  poteft  minucre  dig- 
**  nitatem,  fed,  inflatus  fpiritu  fuperbiae  fuae,  femetip- 
*•  fura  in  infemum  demergit."     S.  Leo  ad  Ep,  VUn  Prw, 

+  Concil.  Florcnt. 

J  I  Let,  p.  22.  ^  pajjim.  See  D.  R.  /,  13.  where  I 
proved,  even  from  a  modern  fautor  of  fchifpn,  the  impn>- 
priety  of  this  title. 

§  2  Let.  p.  %(>^ 

\  Teriul.  de  Pudic. 

•♦  S.  Eucher,  Bib,  Pau  U  3, 

**  univcrfal 
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**  univerfal  church  *,  the  head  of  the  church, 
**  the  dodor  of  all  chriftiair,  the  true  vicar 
"  of  Chrift  t,  and  the  vicar  of  God  up-^ 
"  on  earth  J."  In  this  fuppofition  we  may 
even  fay  that  a  general  council  has  erred, 
which  has  pronounced  anathema  on  ihofe  who 
Ihall  maintain  that  the  "  Pope  is  not  the  ira- 
"  mediate  vicar  of  Chrift  ar^d  of  the  apoC  , 
**  tles^."  Indeed  we  are  prepared  to  expe6l 
that  thefe  auihorities,  however  awful,  will  not 
•weigh  heavy  on  the  mind  of  the  layman,  after 
having  hcaid  him  declujc  iouncly,  that  "the 
*'  canons  of  the  council  of  Trent  have  given 
"  too  gi eat  power  to  the  Pope  jj.  But  let  us 
confider  more  dillinQly,  and  in  detail,  the  ef- 
fential  rights  of  the  Supreme  Pontiff,  toge- 
ther with  fome  of  the  layman'5  affertions  con- 
cerning them. 

In  the  firft  place  then,  it  is  fo  clear,  from 
the   teftimony  of  all  ages  **,  and  the  living 

voice 

*  Concil.  Chalced.  Art.  3. 

+  ConciU  Florent.  in  Decret.  Un, 

%  Concil.  Trid.  Sejf.  6.  cap.  i . 

f  Concil.  Conftant.  can.  8.  Contra  WicklclT. 

U  I  Let.  /.  14. 

**  St.  Cyprian  calls  it  "  ecclefia  principalis,  unde 
'*  unitas  facerdotalis  exorta  eft."  St.  Irencus  fays, 
"  Ad  banc  ecclefiam,  propter  potiorem  principalitatem, 

*•  neeeffe 
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voice  of  the  whole  church,  that  the  Sec  of 
Rome  is  the  centre  of  catholic  communion,  as 
even  to  extort  the  acknowledgment  of  thofc 
fchifmatics  of  the  prefent  day,  who  are  divid- 
ed from  it  ♦. 

2dly,  It  is  equally  certain,  and  an  article 
of  faith,  that  the  Pope,  in  the  perfon  of  St, 
Peter,  has  received  power  from  Chrift  to  feed 
his  whole  flock,  John  xxi.  ver.  ij,  and  that 
he  poffeiTes,  not  a  bare  primacy  of  honor,  but 
a  real  and  fubftantial  jurifdi6lion  and  fpiritual 
authority  in  every  part  of  the  church. — A« 
the  chief  herefy  of  the  times,  which  fome 
have  infinuated,  and  others  openly  maintain- 

**  necefle  eft  omnem  convenire  ecclefiam.*'  It  Is  needle!* 
lo  heap  together  teftimonies  on  a  fubjc^  fo  decided. 

*  I  have  before  mc  the  paftoral  inftruftions  of  two 
pretended  paftors,  one  of  whom  calls  himfelf  Bi/io/  of  the 
Streights  of  Calais,  in  the  Bricifh  Channel;  the  other,  with 
equal  propriety,  ftiles  himfelf  ^^0/  of  the  North  : 

Where  is  the  North  ?  at  York  'tis  on  the  Tweed, 

In  Scotland  at  the  Orcades,  and  there 

At  Greenland,  Zembia,  or  the  Lord  knows  where, 

PoP£ — EJay  on  Man, 

Both  thefe  hypocritical  performances  arc  ufliered  in  with 
•rong  profeffions  of  their  author's  being  **  in  comma- 
•*  nion  with  the  bolj  »fo^olisal  Sec," 

ed. 
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ed  *,  confifts  in  a  denial  of  this  right,  I  {hall 
be  excufed  in  bringing  a  few  authorities  from 
fathers,  councils,  modern  divines  and  cano- 
nifts,  in  fupport  of  it. 

The  great  pillar  of  the  church,  St.  Atha- 
nafius,  whofc  fee  of  Alexandria  ranked  next 
to  that  of  Rome  itfelf,  writing,  in  the  early 
ages,  out  of  the  eaft,  to  Pope  Felix,  fays,  "  It 
"  is  for  the  purpofe  of  affifting  us  in  our  dif- 
"  trefs,  that  Chrift  has  placed  you  at  the  head 
"  of  all,  and  has  commanded  you  to  take  care 
"  of  all  the  churches." — In  the  middle  ages 
St.  Bernard,  in  that  very  work  addrefled  to 
Pope  Eugcnius,  which  the  layman  reprefent* 
as  being  free  from  adulation  t,  thus  delivers 
himfelf :  "  Thou  art  the  prince  of  bifhops,  the 

"  heir  of  the  apoftles Thou  art  he,  to 

"  whom  the  keys  have  been  given,  to  whom 
**  the  fheep  have  been  intrufted.  There  arc 
**  indeed  other  door-keepers  of  heaven,  and 
**  paftors  of  fheep,  but  thou  art  as  much  a- 

*  See  a  Letter  ti  the  four  VV.  A  A.  where  the  author 
engages  t«  maintain  this  heretical  tenet  againft  the  bi- 
fhops, *•  with  all  their  Theologues  at  their  backs."  Sec 
^Ifo  Mr.  Pitt's  fpeech,  on  the  repeal  of  the  Teft^  in  the 
Diary,  March  i,  1 790,  and  a  manufcript  account,  much 
circulated,  of"  a  conference  with  the  late  ChanceHor,  &c. 

«  bovc 
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•*  bove  them,  as  thou  has  inherited  a  name  iif*>, 
"  Jerent  from  theirs.  They  have  each  their 
"  refpeftive  flocks  afligned  to  them,  but  thefi^ 
"  are  all  intrufted  to  thee;  thou  art  the  paf. 
"  tor,  not  only  of  the  flieep,  but  alfo  of  the 
**  fliepherds  theinfelves  *." — If  St.  Bernard 
was  not  difpofed  to  flatter  the  Pope,  (till  lefs, 
in  a  later  age,  was  the  celebrated  Gerfon,  yet 
he  teaches,  that  "as  bifliops  in  their  whole 
•*  diocefes,  and  each  parifliof  them,  cxcrcifo 
"  their  jurifdiclon,  fo  the  Pope  can  do  the 
**  fame  in  the  whole  church,  and  in  the  dio* 
**  cefe  of  each  bifliop  t."  To  defcend  now 
to  the  laft  century,  we  find  the  faculty  of  Sor- 
bon,  in  1617,  pronouncing  the  cenfure  tha| 
vill  be  feen  on  the  following  propofition  of 
M.  A.  de  Dominis  in  his  Chrijlian  Republic* 
**  The  Roman  church  was,  and  is  the  chief 
**  for  nobility,  reputation,  name,  and  the  au- 
•*  thority  t)f  dignity^  but  not  for  the  fuperiority 
**  of  government  and  juri/diBion.*'  This  pro- 
pofition the  Gallican  doftors  pronounce  "/z^- 
•*  retical  2ind  fchifmaiical,  in  as  much  as  it  infi- 
*'  nuates  that  the  Roman  church  has  not  ao- 


*  De  Confid.  l.  2.  c,  6. 
i  D4  Statu  Et£i,  confid* 
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*' thority  over  other  churches*.'*  But  to 
appeal  to  a  (till  more  clear  as  well  as  certain 
authority,  I  mean  the  unerring  voice  of  the 
whole  church  delivered  in  her  general  coun- 
cils, I  aflc  whether  the  fourth  council  of  La- 
teran,  called  by  way  of  diftintlion  the  greai 
council^  has  not  decided,  that  the  Roman 
church,  by  the  ordinance  of  God,  has  the  fa- 
^remzcy  oF  or dinajy  p>wey\?  I  afk  whether 
other  general  councils  have  not  held  the  fame 
language  J,  and,  in  particular,  whether  that  of 
Florence  has  not  decided  that  "the  Roman 
**  pontiff  has  received  full  power  from  Chrift 
"  to  feed,  rule  and  govern  the  whole  churchy 
"  according  as  has  been  defined  in  the  gene- 
"  ral  councils,  and  as  is  contained  in  the  fa- 
**  cred  canons^." 

From  this  power  o£Jeeding  the  whole  Jlock 
of  Chrifl^  and  this  fupremacy  of  ordinary  power^ 
it  follows,  in  the  third  place,  and  in  dired  op- 
pofition  to  what  the  layman  has  advanced, 
that  the  Pope  has  a  right  of  addreffing  his 
doftrinal  inllruQions  and  ecclefiaftical  man- 


•  See  Defcnf.  Dcclar.  vol.  f.  p.  522. 
+  Can.  5. 

%  Second  general  council  of  Lyons,  general  council 
<if  Trent,  council  of  Bafil. 
§  In  Decrei,  Union* 
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dates  to  every  portion  of  the  church ;  which 
mandates  do  not  derive  their  authority  from 
the  acceptance  of  fuch  portion  of  the  church, 
and  that,  if  thefe  are  not  oppofed  by  the 
church  at  large,  they  are  to  be  received  as 
coming  from  Chrift  himfelf.  The-contro- 
verfy  of  the  Pope's  inerrancy  is  here  entirely  ' 
out  of  the  queftion*;  I  fliall  affert  nothing 
but  what  the  moft  declared  adverfaries  of  this 


*  It  is  true  1  was  educated  in  the  belief  of  this  m- 
•rrancy,  nor  have  I  yet  fecn  fufEcient  arguments  to  change 
my  opinion,  yet  I  will  not  enter  into  a  controverfy  upon 
it ;  the  bufmefs,  at  the  prefent  moment,  being  to  defend, 
not  the  out  works,  but  the  very  ramparts  of  the  myftical 
Jerufalem.  But  if  the  layman,  who  never  fails  to  ridicule 
the  doftrine  in  queftion,  is  willing  fairly  to  conteft  it,  he 
knows  where  to  meet  with  an  antagonift  ready  to  engage 
with  him,  Againft  one  aflertion  however  of  this  writer, 
which  ihfinuates  the  political  danger  refulting  from  the 
doftrine  of  papal  infallibility,  z  Let.  /.  72.  I  will  hurl 
defiance  at  him  :  nothing  being  more  eafy  to  Ihew,  thaa 
that  no  greater  danger  can  refult  to  the  ftate  from  ad- 
mitting the  inerrancy  of  the  Pope  than  from  admitting 
that  of  the  church  itfelf,  and  not  a  hundreth  part  fo  mucfai 
as  from  allowing  each  individual  to  ereft  a  little  tribunal 
of  infallible  authority  in  his  own  breaft  for  deciding  oa 
the  fcnfe  of  fcripture. — No  authority  but  that  of  the 
church  will  ever  induce  me  to  fwear  to  the  affirmative  of 
this  queftion,  nor  ihall  any  worldly  conflderation  make 
0«  fwear  to  the  negative  of  it, 

tenet, 
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tenet,  who,  at  the  fame  time,  have  been  jea- 
lous of  their  faith,  have  admitted,  and  do 
admit  on  the  prefent  fubjeft.  In  that  famous 
declaration  of  the  Gallican  clergy,  in  which 
the  arbitrary  authority  and  abfolute  infalli- 
bility of  the  pontiff  are  denied ;  it  is  at  the 
lame  time  admitted,  that  "  the  fuccefTors  of 
•*  St.  Peter,  the  vicars  of  Chrift,  have  full 
"  power  in  fpiritual  matters  * ;  that  in  quef- 
"  tions  concerning  faith  the  principal  part 
**  belongs  to  the  Pope,  and  that  his  decrees 
**  regard  all  and  every  church  t.*' 

It  is  well  known  that  the  learned  Boffuet 
was  the  oracle  of  the  affembly  in  queflion. 
Let  us  now  hear  this  redoubted  antagonift  of 
the  Pope,  at  the  fame  time  that  he  is  endea- 
vouring to  difprove  his  infallibility,  explain 
what  degree  of  authority  himfelf  and  the  GaU 
licans  attribute  to  thofe  briefs  which  the  lay- 
man and  his  friends  hold  fo  cheap.  "  The 
"  church"  favs  he  **  has  been  of  old,  and  from 
*'  its  very  foundation,  conftituted  in  fuch  man- 
"  ner,  that  the  feat  of  Peter,  which  is  the 
"  head  of  the  world,  might,  from  its  commu- 
**  nion  with  all  other  churches,  perceive  what 

•  Declar.  Cler.  Gal.  Au.  1 68 2.  Art,  2. 
+  Ihid.  Art.  4. 
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"  is  the  common  faith ;  thus,  when   the  de- 

**  creesof  faith  iflued  fiom  his  exaJtcd  chair 

"  into  the  liftening  ears  of  the  faithful,  and 

"  none,  or  but  a  few,  were  found  to  oppofe 

**  them,  there  was  then  no  obftacle  to  the  mat- 

,"  ters  in  queftion   being  confidered  as  abfo- 

**  lutely  decided*. — The  fucceflbr  of  St.  Pe- 

"  ter,  who  is,  by  divine  appointment,  the  head 

**  of  the  epifcopal  college,  and  of  the  whole 

"  catholic  communion,  when  the   fubjeft  is, 

•*  and  appears  to  be,  of  fufficient  moment,  be- 

**  coming  then  the  trumpet  of  the  church,  an- 

*'  nounces  from  his  apoftolical  fee  the  fenfe 

**  of  his  brethren  and  fellow  bifhops,  and,  in 

"  that,    the    common    tradition    of    all  the 

"  churches,  to  thofe  who  are  at  a  diftance,  as 

**  well  as  to  thofe  who  are   neart.     It  does 

**  not  follow  that,  becaufe  the   Pope  has   no 

"  power,  when,  oppofed  by  the  whole  church, 

"  as  in  the  cafe  of  Liberius,  or  becaufe,  in 

"  certain  grand    controverfies,    his   fentence 

**  may  be  fufpcnded,  as  in   that  of  Stephen, 

•*  therefore  be   is  under  any   obligation   of 

♦*  refraining  a  moment,  when  certain  indivi-r 

♦*  duals  begin  to  dogmatijse,   from  crushing 
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«*  and  condemning  them,  by  his  own  autho- 
"  rity  and  that  of  St.  Peter,  with  the  confent 
"  of  the  reft:  nor  is  there  any  appeal  from 
**  fuch  cenfure.  Will  any  one  pretend  that 
"  no  authority  is  to  be  fubmitted  to  uniefs 
**  it  be  infallible?  Neither  that  of  a  bifhop, 
**  nor  of  a  provincial  fynod,  nor  of  an  apofto- 
"  lical  legate,  nor  of  the  Popehimfelf?  How 
**  abfiird  is  the  fuppofition*!"  —  Whatever 
elfe  may  be  faid  of  this  dodrine  of  the  Gallic 
church,  enough  may  be  gathered  from  it,  to 
confute  that  fatal  herefy  of  the  times,  which 
has  gained  fuch  deep  root,  in  this  country  as 
well  as  others,  namely  that  the  bifhop  of 
Rome  has  a  mere  precdency  of  rank  in  qua- 
lity oi  Jir/t  paftor^  but  that  he  has  no  authority, 
except  fuchas  is  ufurped,out  of  his  own  diocefe, 
and  that  we  arc  neither  to  regard  his  inftruc- 
tions,  nor  to  dread  his  cenfures. 

I  fhall  quote  one  more  author,  whom  the 
layman  cites  with  approbation  on  the  very 
fubje6l  in  queftion*,  to  fhew  more  precifely 
the  extent,  which  the  moft  ftaunch  Gallicans 
sillow  to  the  Pope's  power.  *,*  The  Roman 
'*  pontiflp,"  fays  he,  "  poffefTes  in  the  church- 

*  I  hid.  Append.  /.  4. 
f  Stctnd  Letter,  p.  3^1iv, 

'*  a  true 
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**  a  true  kgiflative,  executive  and  judiciary 
•*  powert.*' — "  If  a  controverfy  concerning 
**  faith  arifes,  the  Pope  has  a  right  i.  to  de- 
••  clare,  what  is  precifely  the  catholic  do6lrinc, 
•*  and  to  condemn  the  contrary  opinion.  2. 
••  To  approve  of  fuch  doftrines  as  are  confo- 
•*  nant  to  catholic  faith,  though  they  may 
"  not  themfelves  appertain  to  faith,  and  to 
•*  condemn  fuch  doftrincs,  as  do  not  agree 
•*  with  faith.  3.  To  fanftion  the  terms  pro- 
**  per  to  be  madeufeof  in  thefe  matters.  With 
•*  refpe6l  to  difcipline,  he  has  a  right  1.  to  de- 
"  dare  what  canons  and  what  difcipline  is  re^ 
**  ceived  by  the  univerfal  church,  and  to  condemn 
*•  thofe  who  re/uje  to  conform  to  fuch  canons  or 
•*  difcipline.  2,  To  condemn  and  render  void 
•*  whatever  has  been  done  or  introduced  a« 
•*  mongft  chriftians,  which  he  judges  incon- 
•*  fiftent  with  catholic  faith  or  difcipline.  3, 
•*  To  appoint  ancj  enjoin  fuch  obfervances  as 
•*  he  judges  neceflary  or  expedient  for  en-, 
**  forcing  the  canons*.'* 

I  fay  nothing  here  of  that  particular  right 
and  juridical  a6l  of  the  Pope  by  which  he  gives 
inftitution,  or  the  right  of  governing  their  re- 

+  Hooi's  Frincip.  vol.  3.  /.  414. 
+  Ihid,  p.  415. 
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fpeftive  flocks,  to  all  thebifliops  in  the  church, 
bccaufe  this  right  has  been  feparately  difcuf- 
fed  J  nor  of  his  right  of  receiving  appeals  from 
**  all  particular  tribunals  in  canfes  of  faith  and 
difciplinefy  nor  of  his  prerogative  of  di/penjing, 
for  a  jujl  caufcy  with  the  canons^  and  the  uni- 
verfal  difciplineXt  becaufe  thefe  points  do  not 
fo  immediately  relate  to  the  prefent  contro- 
verfy.  All  then  that  remains  for  us,  is  to  leave 
the  reader  to  compare  our  layman's  conftant 
declamations  againll  the  foreign  prelate,  (as  if 
he  were  not  at  all  our  prelate  or  fuperior)*  and 
the  other  propofitions  I  am  going  to  extraft, 
with  the  doctrine  that  has  been  adduced  and 
proved  by  fuch  unexceptionable  authori- 
ties. 

The  firft  propofition  that  follows  has  been 
already  quoted,  though  for  a  different  pur- 
pofe: 

"  The  canons  of  the  council  of  Trent 
"  generally  give  too  great  power  to  the 
«  Pope*." 

+  Ibid.  p.  422. 
t  Ibid. 

*  See  the  confeffion  even  of  Febronius,  that  **the  Pope 
is  in  no  part  of  the  church  z.  foreign  f  relate,"  cited  D.  R. 

?  Firft  Letter,  p,  14. 

•«  The 
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..  •*  The  Arclibifhop  (Butler)  was  rebuked 
"  for  fMrefuming  to  tranfatl  a  bufinefs  fo  mo- 
"  n  entous,  without  previoufly  confulting  the 
*•  court  of  Rome.— That  an  archbiftiop,  at  the 
"  head  of  his  fufFragans,  {hould  alk  for  advice 
"  and  direfiions  from  foreign  divines  (the 
**  Pope  and  his  council*)  ftrikcs  as  a  folecifm 
"  in  church  governraentt." — It  is  not  cer- 
tainly on  every  occafion  that  the  paftors  of  the 
church  are  bound  to  confult  their  iuperiors  ia 
the  hierarchy,  but  only  when  any  article  of 
faith  or  difcipline,  which  they  conceive  to  be 
doubtful,  occurs.  The  archbilhop  therefore, 
having  no  doubts,  determined  the  matter  in 
quellion  without  any  confultation,nor  was  his 
decifion  found  fault  witht.  But  the  layman*$ 
propofition  goes  to  a  general  negation  of  the 
propriety  of  confulting  the  fucceffor  of  St. 
Peter  and  his  council,  who,  as  we  learn  from 
the  original,  arc  the  foreign  divines  in  que- 
ftion,  upon  any  doubtful  point  whatever,  with 

♦  The  layman  infidioufly  here  put*  the  eeurt  tf  Rome 
for  the  chief  Pontiff;  *'  ut  nihil  in  re  tanti  momenti  ftatu- 
•*  endum  ccnfcritis,  nifi  confuUo  prius  poutifice  maxim* 
See  the  Archbilhops juftification,  p. ^\» 
+  See  the  laft  note. 
•  Second  Letter,  p.  lxxv« 
•h  ibid.  p.  104. 
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A  plain  infinuation,  that  any  other  archbifhop 
at  the  head  of  his  fuffragans,  is  as  competent 
i  to  decide  upon  queftions  of  faith  and  difci- 
pline,  as  the  Pope  himfelf  at  the  head  of  the 
church. 

But  in  the  following  pafTage  the  layman 
ftill  more  plainly  announces  his  favorite  doc- 
trine, or  rather  herefy,  which  confifts  in  deny- 
ing-his  Holinefs  the  right  of  permanent  jurif- 
di61ion  out  of  the  diocefe  of  Rome.  "  When, 
"  after  the  change  of  religion  in  this  country, 
**  we  were  deftitute  of  bifliops,  we  did  not  fall 
"  under  the  immediate  direftion  of  the  See 
"  of  Rome.  In  no  fenfe  could  the  bifhop  of 
**  Rome  be  confidered  as  our  immediate  and 
**  proper  paftor*."  Thefe  two  proportions, 
in  their  obvious  fenfe,  and  ftill  more  clearly 
in  the  fenfe  of  the  author,  when  compared 
with  the  paflages  that  go  before  and  come 
after  them,  I  maintain,  arc  abfclutely  heretical, 
in  as  much  as  they  deny  the  See  of  Rome, 
that  "  primacy  of  ordinary  power,  in  quality 
"of  mother  and  miftrefs  of  all  churches  which 
"  the  general  council  of  Lateran  afcribes  to 
"itt;"  and  in  asmuch  as  they  deny  "  the  true 

*  Second  Letter,  p.  10^  ' 

f  4  Lai.  can,  J. 
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"  vicar  of  Chrift,  and  head  of  the  whole 
"  chnrcb,  to  have  had  that  right  of  feeding, 
'*  ruling  and  (governing  a  particular  portion 
"  of  the  univerfal  church  of  God,")  which  the 
general  council  of  Florence  has  defined 
belongs  to  him  with  refpeft  to  the  whole  J. 
To  comprehend  this  matter  more  fully,  it  is 
proper  to  be  informed,  that,  whereas  many 
nice  queftions  and  controveriies  have  been  feC 
on  foot  concerning  the  precife  limits  of  the 
Pope's  power,  on  one  hand,  and  that  of  infe- 
rior bifhops,  on  the  other,  thefe  have  always 
been  agitated,  on  the  part  of  the  latter,  on 
fome  real  or  pretended  encroachment  of  the 
Pope  on  the  lawful  exercife  of  their  power, 
but  never  on  the  ground  of  the  Pope's  having 
no  permanent  jurifdiQion  in  their  refpeftive 
diftrids,  which,  we  have  feen,  it  would  be  hc- 
refy  to  aflert,  or  of  there  being  any  other  ob- 
ftacle  to  the  full  and  complete  exercife  of  this 
jurifdiBion  in  their  diocefes,  except  their  real 
or  pretended  rights  and  privileges.  This  be- 
ing laid  down,  I  afk  now  upon  what  other 
pretence  can  the  layman  aflert,  that,  when  w€ 
had  no  other  bifiiops,  we  did  not,  even  then, 
fall  under  the  immediate  jurifdidion  of  the 


I  Con,  Flsr,  Decret.  Un, 
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fee  of  Rome,  except  that  the  fee  of  Rome, 
in  his  opinion,  had  no  permanent  jurifdiBion 
amongft  us  ?  or  that  the  Pope,  even  then,  did 
not  become  our  immediate  and  proper  paftor, 
"when  we  had  loft  our  intermediate  paftors, 
except  that,  according  to  him,  but  contrary  to 
the  general  councils,  he  was  in  no  fenfe  our 
paftor  at  all  ?  ' 

This  heterodox  fenfe  of  the  layman  is  con- 
firmed by  the  preceding  and  fubfequent  paffa- 
ges  to  that  which  have  been  quoted.  The 
words  that  immediately  precede  it  are  thefe; 
**  The  bifhop  of  Rome  cannot,  without  ne- 
"  ceffity  or  evident  utility,  exercife  his  epif- 
**  copal  funftionsout  of  the  limits  of  his  own 
•*  diocefe,  any  more  than  other  metropolitans.'* 
The  words  that  immediately  follow  it  are; 
•*  The  Pope,  indeed,  as  well  as  other  chriftian 
"  biftiops,  was  bound,  by  the  ties  of  catholic  com^ 
"  munioUy  to  aflift  us  in  our  neceffities.  Sec.** 
Who  does  not  fee  here,  that  the  intention  of 
the  layman  is  to  ftrip  the  Pope  of  every  atom 
of  permanent  and  ordinary  power  out  of  the 
narrow  diocefe  of  Rome,  except  in  fuch  cafes 
of  extreme  neceffity  or  great  public  utility,  as 
would  juftify  any  other  bifhop,  or  even  prieft, 
to  exercife  his  fun6lions  in  places  for  which 
he  is  not  inftituted  or  approved,  (the  church 
P  2  itfelf 


itfelf  fiipplying,  in  fuch  cafes,  the  neceflary 
jurifdiftion*.)  The  layman  expref>ly  fays, 
that  the  Pope  is  in  this  refpefl  on  the  footing 
of  other  metropolitans  :  now  it  is  agreed, 
that  no  other  metropolitan  can  even  validly^ 
in  ordinary  cafes,  ufe  the  keys  of  the  church, 
in  the  fmalleft  inftance  whatever,  out  of  his 
own  diocefe.  It  evidently  follows  then  that, 
in  the  layman's  fyftem,  the  head  of  the  church, 
fofar  from  commiflioning  others,  if  he  were 
amongft  us,  could  not  even  validly  adminifter 
the  facrament  of  penance,  to  any  Englifli  Ca- 
tholic, or  difpenfe  with  his  abftaining  from 
flcfh  meat  on  a  Friday.  "  The  Pope^"  he  adds, 
•*  when  we  were  deftitute  of  bifhops,  was 
"  bound  to  ajpjl  us  in  our  neceffities,"  but,  not 
in  virtue  of  any  fupremacy  or  authority  a- 
mongftus,  but  merely  "  by  the  ties  of  catho- 
**  lie  communion,"  a&  other  catholic  bifhops 
were. 


•  The  following  are  the  worths  of  the  learned 
Thorr.afljnus;'  "  Ex  hiftorianim  omnium  teftificatione 
**  conftat,  quocurat[ue  demum  fe  contulerint  pontifices, 
**  veliiti  in  propria  ecclefia  verfatos  cffe,  atquc  ut  fummoi 
**  paftores,  quibus  ovile  fiium  credidit  totum  Chriftus. 
"  Cum  Joannes,  Agapetiis,  Vigilius,  Conftantinus  Roma-. 
**  ni  pontifices  Grasciara  peragrarunt,  nullo  non  loco  ex- 
**  cepii  ftmt  unquam  Petrus  ipfe,  &c."  VeU  i^  ti<n>,  Di.f 

f»  i.l.c.6. 

But 
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But  the  layman  appeals  to  St.  Gregory  the 
Great  in  fupport  of  his  herefy,  and  he  would 
have  us  believe,  becaufe  this  illuftrious  Pope 
reproached  the  French,  as  St.  Auguitine  after- 
wards reproached  the  Britons,  with  their  ne- 
glect in  endeavouring  to  convert  the  Englifh, 
and  ordered  his  mifTioners  to  take  priefts  with 
them  out  of  Gaul  to  interpret  for  them*,  that 
therefore  he  acknowledged  the  Gallican  pre- 
lates to  have  the  fame  jurifdiction  in  this 
country  that  he  had,  and  even  a  prior  claim 
to  his,  in  virtue  of  their  vicinity,  and  that  he 
was  even  reduced  to  the  neceffity  of  jii/iijying 
the  ftephe  took,  in  fending  hither  St.  Auguf- 
tine  and  his  other  miffioners,  on  the  aforefaid 
plea. — I  will  not  infult  the  moft  ignorant  ca- 
tholic reader  by  undertaking  to  anfwer  fuch 
an  argument,  but  I  will  once  more  t  place  be- 
fore the  layman's  eyes,  that  commiffion  of  thia 
illuftrious  Pope  (who  is  reprefented  as  acknow- 

*  See  the  authorities  quoted  by  the  layman,  2  Lei, 
fages  104.  105.  It  is  only  ncceffary  to  add,  that  St, 
Gregory,  in  the  following  words,  intimates,  that  his  rea- 
fon  for  dcfiring  certain  French  priefts  to  accompany  the 
miffioners,  was  on  account  of  their  acquaintance  with 
the  language  an:l  manners  of  the  Saxons,  not  by  way  of 
fanftioning  his  miffion  by  their  authority. 

+  "^^t  clergyman  sanjijoer^p,  18.  and  JD^Rtf.  60. 

ledging 
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Icdging  the  French  bifhops  to  have  as  much 
jurifdiftion  in  England  as  himfelf;)  by  which 
he  not  only  invefts  St,  Auguftinc  with  full 
authority  over  all  the  Welfh  bifhops  in  thi* 
iflandj  but  alfo  intimates^  that  it  was  in  his 
power  to  have  given  him  the  fame  authority 
over  thofe  of  France.  In  anfwer  to  the  que- 
ftion  of  St.  Auguftine,  "  How  he  was  to  con- 
**  duft  himfelf  with  refpeft  to  the  French 
"and  to  the  Welfh  bifhops?"  The  holy 
Pope  makes  anfwer;  "  We  give  you  no  au- 
•*  thority  over  the  bifhops  of  France,  becaufe, 
**  from  the  moft  ancient  times  of  my  prede- 
"  ceffors,  the  bifhop  of  Aries  has  received  the 
•*  pallium,  whom  we  ought  not  to  deprive  oj  the 

•*  authority  he  has  received but  we  com- 

•*  mit  to  your  fraternity  all  the  hijhops  of  Bri" 
**  taifi^  that  thofe  amongft  them  who  are  igno- 
**  rant  may  be  inftruQed,  that  thofe  who 
**  are  weak  may  be  ftrengthened,  and  that 
**  thofe  who  are  perverfe  may  be  punifhed*." 
I  return  now  to  thofe  propofitions  of  the 
layman,  from  which  I  fet  out  in  this  inveflU 
gation  o\  the  effential  rights  of  the  pontiff. 
He  fays  then,  **  A  brief  of  the  Pope  is  of 
*'  no  authority,  unlefs  when  leceived  and  ad- 

♦  Ecit  Hiji,  /.  2.  c  37. 

mitted 
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•*  tnitted  by  the  church  to  which  it  is  ad- 
**  drelfed*." — Here  is  no  diftinftion  between 
briefs  that  relate  to  faith  and  thofe  that  relate 
to  difcipiine,  between  thofe  churches  which 
have  certain  cuftoms  and  privileges,  either 
ran6lioned  or  permitted  by  the  church,  and 
thofe  that  have  none,  finally  between  the  great 
church  of  France  and  the  little  church  of  U~ 
trecht:  but  the  Pope  is  ftripped  of  every 
atom  of  authority  to  feed,  rule  and  govern 
the  ihcep,  except  what  the  ftieep  themfelves 
are  pleafed  to  give  him,  by  accepting  of  his 
'Mandates,  and  it  is  put  into  the  power  of  every 
refraSory,  fchifmatical  and  heretical  portion 
of  the  flock  to  elude  the  falutary  chaftife- 
ment  of  ecclefiaftical  cenfures,  merely  by  their 
being  unwilling  to  fubmit  to  it! — The  lay- 
man, proceeding  next  to  fpeak  of  the  briefs 
of  the  Pope,  by  which  he  has  decided  that  the 
civil  conjtituticn  of  the  clergy  of  France^  that 
joint  produ8;ion  of  modern  philofophy  and 
Janfenifm,  is  "the  alTemblage  andquinteffence 
**  of  various  hereiies,  &ct."  thus  exprefTes 

himfelf: 


*  Further  Ol/er'vafioxtff.']  6, 

f  "Congeries  &  fuccus  plurium  hcrefum,"  Srev.  F^i. 
^i,  1792.  *♦  Iilud{opu*  relponfionis)  Deo  juv ante,  abfol- 

*'  vert 


himfelf :  "  Thefe  inftruments,  not  being  ad- 
"  mitted,  reft  entirely  on  their  own  intrinfic 
•*  merits,  and  the  conviftion  they  may  con- 
"  vey  to  rational  minds."  Here  is  the  fa- 
ther and  the  doBor  of  alh-chnjlians^  as  he  is  cal- 
led in  the  council  of  Florence,  delivering 
**  the  judgment  of  his  apoftolical  fee,"  in  the 
face  of  the  whole  world,  on  certain  dodrinal 
points  that  had  been  referred  to  him  by  the 
bifhops  of  France,  and  yet  a  man,  who  calls 
him felf  a  catholic,  without  authority  or  fup- 
port  from  any  portion  of  the  church  what- 
ever, prefumes,  in  equivalent  terms,  to  tell 
the  Pope  he  is  miftaken,  and  that  his  do6lrinal 
decifions  reft  on  their  intrinfic  merits  as  com- 
politions.     But  who  refufes  to  admit  the  briefs 

vere  Ita  valulmus,  ut,  omnibus  artlculis  ad  examen  revo- 
•*  catis  nemincm  prorfus  lateret,  tnvam  cleri  cottflitutionem. 
>**  ex  noftro,  l^  apoftolic^  hujut  Jedis  judicio,  quod  Gallicaqi 
•'epifcopi  a  nobis  exquifierant,  quodqueGalliarum  catho- 
•'  lici  peroptabant,  ex  principiis  coalefcere,  ab  haerefi 
**  profedis,  adeoque  in  p!uribus  dccretis  htsreticam  effc  & 
**  catholico  dogmati  adverfantem,  in  aliis  vero  facri- 
*'  ligam,  fchifmaticam,  j  ura  primatus  &  ecclefiae  ever- 
**  tcntem,  difciplina:  cum  veteri  tam  novas  contrariam, 
"  non  alio  dcnique  confilio  excogitatain*  atque  vulga- 
"  tam,  nifi  ad  catholicam  rcligionem  prorfu*  abolen- 
"  ilam."  Brfv,  13  Apr,  I79i« 

in 
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in  queftion,  except  the  layman  and  that  fchif- 
matical  party  in  France,  which  is  even  a  fcari- 
^al  to  the  chriftian  name*.  As  to  the  paftors 
and  r^prefentatives  of  the  GaHican  church, 
vrho  called  for  the  Pope's  decifion,  though 
the  layman  fays  they  cannot  receive  it,  the 
fa6l  is  they  have  received  it,  and  publifhed 
the  briefs,  in  the  beft  manner  the  circum- 
ftances  would  permit  them  to  dot  by  their 
refpedive  paftoral  letters. 

I  fhall  clofe  this  long  confutation  of  the 
layman's  errors,  concerning  the  rights  of  the 
apoftolic  fee,  the  necelfity  for  which  I  lament 
that  I  have  fo  much  feen,  with  the  remarks 
of  that  great  champion  of  the  catholic  caufe, 
and  yet  enemy  of  the  Pope's  infallibility.     In 

*  The  reader  will  here  recolletft,  the  entire  authority 
which  Boflliet  and  the  other  enemies  of  the  Pope's  infal. 
Ubility  allow  to  his  public  decifions,  conceminrg  faith 
and  difcipline,  when  the  voice  of  the  church  is  not  heard 
in  oppofition  to  them. 

+  This  may  be  feen  in  one  of  thefe  letters  publiffied 
by  a  venerable  prelate,  who  now  edifies  this  coimtry  by 
his  virtues,  which  has  been  tranflated  into  Englilh,  and 
had  the  honor  of  being  abufed  in  the  National  Afl'embiy,- 
for  having  caufed  many  of  the  conftitutional  clergy  to 
retrad  their  fehifmatical  oath. — See  The  Fajioral  Letter  of 
the  Bijhop  of  Leatii — Printed  for  f.  P.  Coghlan,  \$c. 

Q  one 
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xinc  place  he  fays:  "  All  thofe  whofe  aim  is 
"  to  divide  the  church  or  to  furprize  it,  fear 
"  nothing  fo  much  as  to  fee  this  church,  like 
"  a  well  ordered  army,  under  one  fupremc 
"  head,  marching  againft  them*.'*  In  ano- 
ther he  fays;  **  The  Roman  church,  the  mo.» 
"  ther  and  miftrefs  of  all  churches,  is  fure 
"  to  become  an  obje6l  of  hatred  to  all  re.» 
**  /ra6iory  fpiriist." 

OUR    ECCLESIASTICAL    GOVERNMENT. 

The  denial  of  all  authority  in  our  pre* 
fent  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors,  the  apoftolical 
vicars,  is  the  natural  confequence  of  deny- 
ing that  the  apoftolical  fee  has  any  jurifdi6lion 
amongftus.  As,  after  the  reformation  of  our 
civil  conftitution,  there  is  nothing  which  the 
layman  has  fo  much  at  heart  as  the  refinement 
of  our  ecclefiaftical  government,  fo  it  is  on 
this  fubjeft  that  he  defcants  moft;  frequently, 
TOoft  freely,  with  the  greateft  heat  and  the 
leaft  regard  for  decency  or  truth.  In  his 
eagernefs  to  induce  the  catholic  clergy,  in 
particular,  to  caft  off' that  fyftem  of  eccleii^fti-. 


•  Boflliet,  Aver/ifm,  fur  ^xpof^ 
+  Id,  Var.  5. 
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Cal  fubordination,  which  has  been  eftablifhed 
by  due   authority  amongft   them,   and   under 
which  they  have  hitherto  been  peaceful   and 
happy,  he  reprefents   it  in  the  moll  odious  and 
fometiraes  themoftinconfiftent  colouring.  On 
fomcoccafionshedefcribesusjasbeingina  ftate 
of  anarchy,  and  as  having  no  ecclefiaftical  go- 
vernment at   all  J  on  others,  as   being  fubje6t 
to  one,  of  the  mod  arbitrary  and  defpotic  na- 
ture.    Sometimes  this  government   is  faid  to 
be,  contrary  to  ihe  divine  ordinance,  at  other 
times,  contrary  only  to   canonical  difcipline. 
Finally   this  writer  carries   his   extravagance 
fo  far  as  to   declare  the  fyftem  in  queftion,  to 
be   inconfiftent  with   the  duties  of  allegiance 
and  the  fafety  of  the  conftitution*.  I  am  now 
proceeding  to  (hew,  in  what  manner  the  lay- 
man has  advanced  thefe  feveral  charges,  and 
how  they  either  have  been  or  may   be  re- 
futed. 

In  the  Rrft  place  then  the  layman  gives 
clearly  to  underftand  that,  in  his  opinion,  we 
have  no  ecclefiaftical  government  at  all  a- 
mongft  us,  or  at  leaft  none  that  induces  an 
obligation  of  fubmiflion  :  "  I  wifli  the  catho- 
**  lie,"  fays  he,  *'  to  be  relieved  from  their 

*  Further  Obfcrvations,  p.  i66, 

Q  2  "  pre  fen  t 
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"  prefentftate  o^  anarchy  and  oppreflion,  by  the 
"  introduftion  of  a  regular  epifcopal  minillry 
"  and  jurifdiclion  *."  But  where  does  this 
a7iarch)\  that  the  layman  talks  of  exift,  except 
in  his  own  unjuftifiable  difobedience  ?  Thus 
a  certain  incendiary  member  of  the  fociety,  to 
which  the  layman  belongs,  endeavours  to  per^ 
fuade  the  people  of  this  country  that  they 
have  no  civil  conftitution,  in  order  to  induce 
them  to  employ  him,  as  the  difturbers  of  man- 
kind have  in  a  neighbouring  country,  to  frame 
one,  upon  his  own  principles,  for  them. 

"  Atprefent  they  (our  apoftolical  vicars) 
*f  are  not  only  paftors  without  flocks,  but  bi- 
**  fhops  without  the  power  of  the  keyst."-— 
If  they  have  no  flocks,  it  is  plain  that  we  have 
no  paftors,  and  that  we  are,  as  the  layman  fig- 
nifies,in  an  abfolute  ftate  of  anarchy.  If  they 
have  not  the  power  of  the  keys,  then  there  has 
been  no  valid  adminiftration  of  the  facrament 
of  penance,  nor  any  lawful  adminiftration  of 
the  other  facraments  or  of  the  word  of  God 
araongft  us.  What  a  fatal  delufion,  in  this 
cafe,  have  we  been  in,  for  near  three  centuries, 
and  ail  the  reft  of  the  church  which  has  com- 


*  Further Obfenationttf.Sl, 
i  I  Letter,/),  ig. 
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municated  with  us !  This  I  have  before  pointed 
out*,  and,  at  the  fame  time,  have  expofed  the 
layman's  fraudulent  dealing  in  pretending  to 
ground  this  denial,  of  our  bilhops  having  the 
power  of  the  keys,  on  the  council  of  Trent, 
S€j[.  14.  c.  2.  de  rej,  which  never  mentions  the 
power  of  the  keys,  in  the  paffage  cited,  and 
clearly  diftinguifhes,  in  that  very  place,  our 
biftiops,  from  thofc,  whofe  praftice,  in  ordain^ 
ing  the  fubjeds  of  other  fees,  it  condemns, 
where  it  defcribes  the  latter  "  as  being  defti- 
**  tutc  of  clergy  and  people,  and  as  being  a 
••  kijod  of  vagabonds,  without  any  certain 
"  place  of  abode,  who  go  about  feeking  the 
f*  iheep  of  other  pallors,  &c.** 

So  decidedly  is  the  layman  of  opinion,  that 
«yre  have  no  ecclefiaftical  government  amongft 
tis,  that  he  does  not  wifli  even  for  the  fanQion 
pf  thofe,  whom  we  have  hitherto  looked  upon 
as  our  bifliops,  in  holding  thofe  affemblies 
which  he  propofes  for  eleding  ordinaries  t. 
And  therefor^,  in  the  true  fpirit  of  modern  de- 
mocracy and  fchifm,  he  calls  upon  private 
priefts  to  take  the  church  laws  into  their  own 
handsf  and  to  ered  what  he  calls  *' a  regular 


•  Clergyman's  Anfwcr,  p.  6* 
f  I  L<t,  /.  17, 2I, 
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•*  church  government/*  Let  them  declare, 
that  I  key  will  no  longer  fubmit  to  the  arbitrary, 
**  uncancnical  government  of  apoftolic  vicars  j 
**  let  them  infijl  on  having  a  regular  church 
**  government,  and  paftors  properly  appointed, 
*'  There  is  no  power  which  can  prevent  the  ac^ 
"  complijliment  of  their  wi/JieSt  if  they  are  de- 
"  termined  to  obtain  it*." — If  our  bifhopspafs 
over  fuch  excelTes  as  thefe,  in  a  private  lay- 
man who  is  fubje6l  to  them,  without  inflifting 
the  fpiritual  punifhments  they  hold  in  their 
hands,  it  difproves  at  lead  one  of  his  charges, 
viz.  that  our  prefent  church  government  "  is 
«  ftri6Uy  defpotict." 

In  the  paflage  above  quoted  we  obferve, 
that  the  layman  condemns  our  church  govern^ 
ment  only  for  being  arbitrary  and  uncanonical: 
his  doftrine  however  on  this  headislnot  confi- 
ftent,  fince,in  certain  places,  he  reprefents  it,  as 
being  a  violation  of  the  divine  appointment^  and 
a  fubverfion  of  the  ordinance  of  Chrijl.  "  A» 
"  if,"  fays  he,  "  it  were  in  the  power  of  the 
"  Pope,  in  violation  of  a  divine  appointment^  to 
"  deprive  chriftians  of  having  their  own  pa- 
•^  ftors   and   bifhopsj." — *^  To  fuppofe  that 

*  Further  Objervations,  f,  71. 
+  IbiJ.  p.  69.  •        ■ 
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"  when  the  government  of* a  country  adopts  a 
**  religion  different  from  the  catholic,  the  Pope 
<*  has  a  right  to  deprive  that  country  of  ca- 
**  nonical  and  regular  biJhopSt  is  to  fuppofe 
**  that  he  cainfubvert  the  ordinance  of  Chrijl*,*' 

The  extravagance  of  the  do£lrine  here  ad- 
vanced, from  which  all  the  fatal  confequences 
immediately  flow,  which  I  proved  above  would 
refult  from  our  bifhops  being  deprived  of  the 
power  of  the  keys,  fuperfedcs  the  neceflity  of 
a  refutation:  I  have  only  then  to  advert  ta  ■ 
"what  our  layman  fo  frequently  urges  concern- 
ing the  pretended  oppofition  of  our  church 
government  to  the  canons  and  difcipline  of 
the  church. 

One  of  the  effential  rights  of  the  chief 
bifhop  is  that  of  fending  legates  and  vicars  of 
his  pontifical  power,  to  every  part  of  the 
church,  either  with  a  temporary  or  with  a  per- 
manent jurifdiftiont:  and  "  their  authority,** 
fays  Van  Efpen,  "the  canonifts  teach,  with 
**  common  confent,  is  of  the  ordinary  kind, 

*  Ibid.  p.  105. 

+  Sec  this  vidorioufly  proved,  as  well  by  argument,  * 
^s  by  authorities  and  fads  drawn  from  every  age  of  the 
church,  by  the  prefent  Pope,  in  his  learned  work.  Super 
nnnciaturis  apoftolicis^Romfe  \'^%(j.     See  alfo   CabaJJict.  Van 
Efpen,  Hook,  &c, 

«.  "  and 


**  and,  in  faft,  thefe  legates  arc  confidercd 
••  as  ordinaries,  in  all  the  provinces  to  which 
"  their  legation  extends  *.'*  If  then  the 
eftablifhment  of  regular  bifhops  were  a  thing 
both  prafticable  and  defirable,  we  fhould  not 
get  rid  of  the  authority  of  the  Pope,  which  is 
the  point  that  the  layman  has  fo  much  at 
beart;  for  not  only  our  biftiops  would  ftill 
be  obliged  to  have  their  miffion  from  binoi 
not  only  an  appeal  would  lie  to  him  in  all 
greater  caufes,  not  only  he  would  continue 
the  proper  judge  of  our  do6lrinal  formularies 
and  oaths,  but  we  lliould  ftill  even  be  liable 
to  the  jurifdiftion  of  thofe  foreign  emiflaries, 
as  the  layman  decently  calls  them,  I  mean 
apoftolical  vicars.  On  no  occafion,  however, 
have  I  intimated  that,  where  churches  are 
cftablifhed  by  due  canonical  authority,  with 
certain  permanent  limits  and  a  native  clergy 
educated  in  thofe  churches  and  abfolutely 
fixed  to  them,  the  difcipline  of  the  church  at 
large  is  any  other  than  thai  fuch  churches 
fhould  have  their  regular  bifhops,  fubjeB  how- 
ever to  the  above-mentioned  reftraints :  nor 
has  the  Pope,  who  is  the  guardian  and  exe- 
cutor of  the  canons,  ever  attempted,  in  theie 


F,  I.  /.  I.  c,  2* 

circum* 


^circumftances,  to  infringe  the  eftablifhed  dif- 
^ipline  and  hierarchy.     But  in  my  firft  letter 
I  made  the  neceffary  and  obvious  diftinftion 
between  ^ptrft^  and  an  imptrftB  church,  be— 
tween  one  that  was  aftually  formed,  and  ano- 
ther that  was  only  in  a  ftate  of  formation,  in 
fhort,  between  an  eftablifhment  and  a  miffioti. 
1  fhewed  that  we  were  in  the  latter  of  thefe 
predicaments,  having  entirely  loft  the  fuccef- 
£on  of  bifhops  at  the  reformation,  and  toge- 
ther with  them  our  bifliopricks  and  the  whole 
body  of  our  clergy,  which    now    confifts  of 
men  of  different  orders,  denominations  and 
countries,  with  different  immunities  and  ex- 
emptions from  ordinary  jurifdi6lion   granted 
them  by  the  Pope,  educated  in  foreign  coun- 
tries, and  moftly  at  the  expence  of  his  holi- 
fiefs,  ordained  without  dimifforials,  under  the 
title  of  the  miffion,  as  being  in  general  defti- 
tute  of  the  other  canonical  titles,  and  under 
a  fchmn  oath  of  ferving  the  church  in,  obedi- 
ence to  their  prefent  fuperiors  and  in  the  qua- 
lity of  mifConers.     I  proved  that  our  form  of 
ccclefiaftical  government  is  the  fame  that  is 
eftablifhed  in  all  other  miflions  *.     Hence  it 

follows, 

*  It  is  not  only  in  the  cafe  of  miffions,  that  the 

epifcopal  funftion  is  exercifed,  not  by  a  regular  title, 

?^  bat 
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FpeS  t"(i  miffions,  tliat  ours  is 

'the  canonical  Form  of  govcrnmentl     Thusftli 

^'  life 

! 

'•but  by  an-'extta6Y(!jnan'  eoinmiflidn  from  the  PopC  j 
thlsoccur&  wherever  the  eftabliihment  or  cxercife  of  th4 

.jrcguiaf(epifcopal  gpvernment  becomes  iir.prafti^able,  or 
is  attended  with  great  inconvenieriL  ,sif  an  o»iif 

nary  Ijecomes  a  fiifpeclcd  heretic,  fchilmatic,  lunatic,  pa- 
ralytic, or  labours 'und^r  ahy  Oth'e'r  ■mentalor  cdrpbral 
incapacity*,  the  canon  law  requires  that  the  Pope  (hall  ap- 
point him  a  CD-adjutor,  to  exercifc  the  whole  or  a  part  of 
his  duty.  ^ee£abajfut,  i.  i^  cap,  i8,  ^c.  .Thela^maa 
hinifeif  has  broueht  aa  authority  from  an  ancient  council, 
by  which  it  appears  thjit  bifhops  who  were  ordained  for 
"one  fee  might,  in  fome  cafes;  be 'appointed  toothers* 
and  we  all  k'libw  thats't;his  happened  with  refjicft:  to  the 
famous  Stj  Gregory  Kazi^nzen.  At  the  prefentjday  we 
meet  with  titular  bifhops,  in  aftual  authority,  in  evexy 
other  part  of  the  church  as  well  as  in  this,  aqd  the  em- 
"     ploving  them, '  as  fu'ffragans,  is  formally  fahftioned  by 

"Ihc  jth  'cotincfrcf  Lateran,'arfd'  virtuallyfo  by  the  conn- 
*'"cil  of  Trent,  as  Thomaflin  flieivs,  /;  i .  7.  i  .•  c.  27.    Had 

..the  layman  attended,  to, ^bis,  we&quldhaye  been  fp^^re^ 
his  eternal  complaints  againft  the  pretended  u9lawfulnefs 
of  our  ,biihops  being  ordained  under  the, ,  title,  of  on(j 

'  churcTi^'anSi' receiving  a  cortntiflioW  togdviui  aAotnen 

'SeepTtrth.  Oi^/- p'-'^SS'  Withrefpea  to  Van  Efpen  I 
inade:it  aj^pear  from  him  ttat.the  layman  is  .guilty  of  a 
foul  mvljcprefentation  in  pretending  to  include  our  pre- 
lates, who  certainly  are  ordained  tvith  a'vie-w  ofgo'verning 
rtal flocks ^  "  cum  refpeftu  adecclcfias  populura  cJerumquc 
.*!ii;cathoiicumiiabeate8,"  inth?  ccufurc  of  the  council  of 
k4  '  >i  Trent, 


the  civil  conftitutiGn,of  Great  Britain,  one 
kind  of  law  is  adopted  inuhe  ^JrmyianQther.'in 
the  police;  oi?^  Aio4e  ofogoyernntient  prevails 
in  the  time  of  peace,  another  in  that  of  great 
public  commotions..  Ihave  alfo  proved  that, 
as  every,  raiflion,  at  lead  in  the  Weft,  has  been 
carried  on  under  the  exprefs; '  fantlion  and 
authority  of  the  Holy  See,  both  in  ancient  and 
modern  times,  fo  the  fame  has  ever  been,  till 
churches  have  been  eftablilljed,  under  the  par- 
ticular diredion  of  the  faid  See,  and  govern- 
ed by  its  immediate  legates  and  vicars,  fuch 
as  our  apoftles  Fugatius  and  Damian,  Palla- 
dius,  Auguftine,  Birinus,  Sec,  are  feen  to  have 
been  in  the  authentic  pages  of  Bede  and  of 
our  other  hiftorians.  Had  the  layman  at- 
tended to  this  diftinftion,  he  would  have  a- 
voided  much  idle  declamation  into  which  he 
has  fallen,  and  had  he  not  even  fupprelTed 
this  diftin6lion,  in  the  decifion  of  the  Sorbon 
he  has  referred  to,  he  never  would  have  at- 


Trent,  agalnft  mere  wandering  titular  bifhops,  as  is  evi- 
dent from  both  the  letter  and  fpirit  of  the  council.  As 
to  this  writer's  particular  difputes  with  Rome,  I  have  al- 
ready faid,  I  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  theru.  2>.  R. 
h  59- 


R  2  tempted 
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tempted  to  involve   me  in  its  cenfurc*.     I 
refer  to  the  author,  I  have  juft  quoted,  for  d 
particular  account   of  the   controverfy  con- 
cerning epifcopal  government  in  which  the 
learned  and  pious  Dr.  Kellifon,   the   fourth 
prefident  of  Douay  college,  was  engaged  with 
certain  regulars,  who  wifhed  to  be  governed  by 
their  religious  fuperiors  alone,  in  the  exercifc 
of  their  miflionary  funftions,  and  who,  ground- 
ing themfclves  on  the  privileges  and  immuni- 
ties they  had  received  from  the  Pope,  denied 
the  authority  and    expediency   of  epifcopal 
government  at  all :    there,  as  well  as  in  all 
other  writers,  who  have  treated  this  matter, 
the  reader  will  fee  how  far  I  ara  from  oppof^ 


*  The  firft  of  the  propofitions  the  layman  refers  to, 
Furth.  Ob/,  p.  6i.  which  denies  the  neceffity  of  a  bifhop 
to  conftitute  a  church,  is  cxprefs^  cenfured  by  the  faculr 
ty  under  the  following  condition  j  "  provided  the  pro- 
"  pofition  be  undcrftood  of  a  particular  church  that  is 
••  ferfta'"  See  Hook.  v.  3.  /.*  49.  Was  it  fair  in  the 
layman  to  conceal  this  implied  exception  with  rcfpeft  to 
miflions  ?  The  other  cenfured  propofition  the  layman 
has  quoted,  in  which  the  neceffity  ofbiJhops  in  France 
end  Spain  as  well  as  in  England  is  denied.  Ibid,  could 
only  be  brought  for  the  purpofc  of  impofing  on  an  igno- 
lant  reader,  \\here  have  I  intimated  that  ordinary  bi- 
fi.cps  were  not  ncceflary  in  eftabliH^Cfl  fratholic  churchet^ 
as  Fiance  then  was^  and  as  Spai^i  is  npw  \ 


\^ 
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ing  the  doClrine  of  that  profound  theo1ogttfAi» 
**  within  whofe  walls  I  was  educated*."  Thif 
layman  quotes  the  pages  of  Dr.  Kcllifon  at 
length,  to  impofe  upon  the  reader,  and  to  con- 
fufe  him  with  a  variety  of  matter  foreign  to' 
the  precife  point  in  debate.  For  who,  in  fa6ii 
that  glanced  at  thefe  quotations,  without  exa- 
mining them,  or  had  ftruck  upon  his  fuble- 
quent  boaft  of  following  the  clergy  of  the  laft 
century  t,  would  not  fuppofe  that  this  learned 
do6lor  bad  preceded  the  layman  in  afferting 
the  neceffity  of  popular  eleftions,  in  denying 
the  right  of  the  Pope  to  interfere  in  the  ap- 
pbintment  of  prelates,  in  calling  upon  the' 
clergy  to  refufe  "  fubmiflSon  to  apoftolic  vi-^ 
•*  cars,**  and  to  join  with  the  laity,  in  efta^ 
blifhing,  by  their  own  authority,  regular  bi^ 
ihops,  and  thereby,  in  erecting  regular  bilhop-, 
ricks  for  them  to  govern,  &c.  ? — What  thert 
muft  be  the  furprize  of  fuch  a  perfon,  after ' 
having  thoroughly  examined  the  point,  upon 
finding  that  the  whole  efforts  of  Kelljfon  were 
direfted  to  defend  the  two  firft  of  our  apofto- 
Heal  vicars,  and  that  very  form  of  governs 
ment,  which  is  fo  much  the  fubje6l  of  the  lay- 
man's indecent  and  fchifmatical  abufe  ?     He 

*  Hid,  /.  64.  t  m, 

intimates 
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intimates  iftdeed,  in  a  note  ♦,  that  the  ftate  of 
the  queftipn,  on  the  occafion  above-nr>ention- 
eii^  was  not  the  fame  as  it  is  now;  and  this 
difference,  juftifies   a   paflage   in  my   former 
book  t  which  he  has  falfified  in  quoting  it;J^, 
intimating  that  there  never  had,  before  now, 
been  a  neceffity  of  explaining  to  the  laity  the 
nature  and  fource  of  epifcopal  confirmation^ 
&c.  this,  I  fay,  he  allows,  but  he  pretends  that 
this  "  excellent  author'*  did  not  underftand 
the  force  of  his  own  arguments  §.     In  fhort^ 
this  controverfy  of  the  laft  century  was  refer- 
red to  the  Holy  See,  in  which  all  the  parties ^ 
concerned  admitted  a  right  of  deciding  upon : 
fuch  queftions,  and  an  authority  for  fettling 
fiiich  differences,  npr  has  the  happy  peace  and- 
union  which  it  finally  eftabliihed  amongft  us. 
been  difturbed,  till,  in  this  day  of  confufion 
and  domineering  democracry,  a  layman  arofd 
to  infufe  difcontent  amongft  us,  and  to  erws 
gage  us  to  rife  upon  our  divinely  conditutedf 
fuperiors. 

.    In  order  to  throw   an  odium  on  the  go-i> 
vernment  of  his  own  particular  bilhopj  the! 

+  D.  R.  p.  lo. 
X  t\  Ob/.  /.  57. 
§  Ibid,  f.6<u 

layman 

nil  ' 
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layman  makes  the  following  fuppofition, 
namely,  that  the  PbpCj  on  a  late  occafion,  ini 
tleaid  of  choofing  one  whofe  merits  and  quali- 
fications he  cannot  deny^  '**  had  named  fomc 
**  Italian  layman  to  this  diftrift,"  in  this  cafe 
lie  tells  us  "that  fuch  layman  would  have  been 
'**  veiled  "with  all  the  authority  now  poflefled 
**  by  the  prelate  who  prefides  over  it*."  If 
this  be  our  author's  real  opinion,  I  pre  fume, 
he  would  apply,  with  as  much  confidence,  for 
facramental  abfolution,  to  the  layman  as  he 
would  to  the  prelate.  But  without  infifting 
on  the  herefy  of  this  propolition,  into  whicn 
lie  feems  to  have  been  betrayed  by  his  ignorance 
of  the  fubjed  he  was  treating,  I  will  anfwer 
the  notable  fuppofition  he  makes,  by  propo- 
fing  another,  which  hehimfelf  will  allow  to  be 
full  as  likely  to  take  place.  Let  us  then  fup- 
pofe,  that  a  promifcuous  convention  of  real  or 
prefumed  Englifh  Catholics,  being  met  toge- 
ther at  fome  tavern,  for  want  of  knowing  bet- 
ter, ftiould  take  the  layman's  word  for  the 
doSrine  and  difcipline  of  the  church,  and, 
carried  away  by  his  eloquence,  Ihould  proceed 
to  eleQ;  fome  Lay  Catholic  Jacobin  to  be  their 
bifliop,  and  that  the  confcientious  prelate  of 

•  '   '^    "        •  Autun, 


i^\itun,  for  example,  on  the  refufal  of  our  xjwn 
hifliops,  Ihould  take  upon  himfelf  to  confirm 
fpch  a  choice,  without  ordaining  him,  Ihould 
jjot  we,  I  alk,  upon  the  layman's  principles,  be 
in  as  bad  a  fituation  as  in  the  other  cafe?— « 
^s  it  then  only  the  head  of  the  church  that  can 
yiolate  the  canons  of  the  church  ?  and  is  it 
from  that  quarter  we  are  to  expeft,  in  the  prc- 
fent  day,  the  infringement  of  the  rights  of 
churchmen  ? 

But,  we  are  told,  that  **  the  government 
*.by  vicars  apoftolic  is  ftriftly  defpotic*." 
X  own  it  is  not  built  upon  the  democratical 
principles  of  the  day,  neither  indeed  is  the 
conftitution  of  the  church  at  large,  which  I 
have  proved  to  be  entirely  made  up  of  mo- 
narchy and  ariflocracy t,  and,  with  which  thofe 
who  cannot  be  content,  muft  ceafe  to  be  Ca- 
tholics. I  look  in  vain,  however,  into  thofe 
pages  of  declamation  the  layman  runs  through 
on  this  fubjeft,  to  find  any  proof  that  the  go- 
vernment of  apoftolical  vicars  is  more  arbitra- 
ry than  that  of  ordinaries.  Indeed  the  con- 
trary is  evidently  the  cafe.  By  the  rules  of 
the  miffion  our  prelates  pofTefs  a  Icfs  extenfive 
power  than  they  would  if  they  were  ordina- 

♦  liiJ.  /.  79. 
.i  D*R.paget  I7»  18. 
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ries,  and  the  clergy,  particularly  the  regulars, 
enjoy  more  extenfive  privileges.  The  lay- 
man tells  us,  that  "  in  the  genuine  apoftolical 
•'  government  of  the  church,  the  redrefs  (of 
'^  grievances)  is  eafy  to  be  obtained  and  wilh- 
"  in  the  reach  of  every  individual*.*'  But 
he  ought  to  have  acquainted  us  with  the  na- 
ture of  this  redrefs,  otherwife  it  is  impoffible 
for  us  to  judge  of  it:  "whereas  at  prefent,'* 
he  continues,  "  it  is  nearly  impoffible  for  an 
**  injured  and  opprefled  ecclefiaftic  to  obtain 
"  redrefs."  Does  then  the  layman  mean  fe- 
rioufly  to  affert,  that  it  would  have  been  more  * 
eafy  for  an  ecclefiaftic,  under  an  unjuft  cen- 
fure  in  the  diocefe  of  Arras  or  that  of  Paris, 
whilft  the  catholic  religion  prevailed  in  them, 
to  call  his  bilhop  to  an  account,  than  it  is  for 
an  Englifh  miffioner  in  fimilar  circumftances? 
The  layman  is  not  fatisfied,  that  an  immediate 
appeal  to  the  head  tribunal  lies  open  to  him; 
does  he  then  mean  to  infinuate  that,  if  there 
were  ever  fo  many  intermediate  courts,  the 
ultimate  refort  of  either  party  would  not  be  to 
the  tribunal  in  queftion  ?  He  may  mean  this, 

*  Further  Ohf^rvations ,  p,  67. 

S  but 


[     J3<^    3 

but  no  catholic,  who  is  acquainted  with  his  re-» 
li^ton,  will  follow  him  in  this  opinion*. 

Not  however  to  detain  the  reader  any 
longer  from  the  grand  fubje6l  of  complaint, 
and  the  deraonftrative  proof  of  the  tyranny  of 
our  bifliops,  it  feems  that  a  certain  "refpefta- 
"  ble  ecclcfiaftic  has-been  fufpended  from  his 
•*  fun6lions  for  refufing  to  furrender  an  im-^ 
"  portant  public  truft  ? . ,  .  .  and  "  this  aft  of 
••  defpoiifm"  is  reprefented,  as  having  been 
done  in  violation  of  thofe  forms  of  the  canon 
law  which  are  prefcribed  in  fimilar  cafes.  It 
is  not  neceffary  for  me  to  enter  deep  into  this 
queftion.  That  body  of  clergy,  which  was 
witncfs  to  this  pretended  a£l  of  defpotifm,  hai 


*  I  am  happy  to  confirm  the  do^Ine  here  laid  dowa 
by  the  authority  of  the  reverend  and  learned  gentleman, 
whofe  caufe  the  layman  fo  warmly  fupports  in  the  prcfent 
-paffage.  This  gentleman,  after  ftating  his  objedions  to 
the  conditions  impofed  upon  him  by  his  bifhop,  to  ob- 
tain the  removal  of  his  ccnfure,  fays,  **  I  then  declared 
•*  ray  intention  of  having  the  bufinefs  carried,  in  a  pro- 
•*  per  form,  before  the  highejl  tribunal  of  the  church  \  and 
**  my  undeniable  right  of  carrying  it  before  that  tribu- 

"  nal  the  R.  R.  Mr.  VV y  did   not  conteft,  but  iii- 

*•  formed  me  that  he  Ihould  put  in  his  anfwer." 

Letter  from  R.  M.  W— $  to  T.  C— d,  Efq. 
fVifioti,  Se^.  28,  1 791. 

come 
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come  forward,  and  vi6lorioufly  confuted  the 
charge  here  brought  againft  their  venerable 
fuperior*.  They  have  demonftrated  that 
there  was  a  caufe  alledged,  and  that  a  juft 
caufe,  for  the  cenfure  in  queftion,  and  that 
every  neceflary  condition  was  obferved  in  the 
paflingofit;  nor  dares  any  man,  who  has  a 
reputation  to  lofe,  as  a  divine  and  canonift,  at 
the  prefent  day,  venture  to  alledge  the  infor- 
mality of  the  proceeding.  What  I  have  to 
fay  is,  that  I  am  aftonifhed  any  gentleman 
fhould  be  able  to  infinuaie,  what  he  cannot 
lay  his  hand  upon  his  breaft,  and  aver  his  be- 
lief of,  namely,  that  the  bifliops,  in  their  re- 
quifition  March  8,  1791,  which  was  the  ground 
ivork  of  the  cenfure  in  queftion,  meant  to 
claim  a  right  of  controlling  the  civil  concerns 
of  the  catholic  body,  or  to  interfere  with  any 
other  part  of  the  bill  under  confideration,  ex- 
cept the  oath.  If  the  {hadow  of  a  doubt  ex- 
ifted  concerning  the  meaning  of  the  unpre- 
meditated terms  of  the  faid  rcquifition,  which 
meaning  the  R.  R.  anthor  of  it  avers  was  then 


+  See  the  Letter »/  the  Clergy  af  the  Wefiern  DiftriS  to 
certain  clergymen  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  publifhed  in 
April  laft. 

S  2  clearly 
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clearly  explained,  the  anfwer  of,  the  reverend 
gentleman  and  of  the  other  parties  concerned, 
would  inftantly  difpel  it.  In  faftthey  anfwcr- 
ed,  they  would  not  fubrait,  becaufe,  they  al- 
ledged,  "  no  proof  had  been  brought  of  the 
"  oath's  containing  any  thing  contrary  to  faith 
"  oi  morals."  It  was  then  for  publickly  fup- 
porting  an  oath,  in  oppofition  to  his  bifliop's 
injun6lions, as  a  committeeman,  which,  in  the 
exifting  circumftances,  he  confefFes  he  would 
not  take  as  a  private  miffionary*,  that  the 
gentleman  fell  under  ecclefiaftical  cenfure: 
an  oath  which,  he  confeffes,  fell  under  the 
cognizance  of  the  church,  by  his  taking  mea- 
fures,  as  he  alledges,  "  to  obtain  from  the 
**  apoftolic  fee  and  other  churches,  a  decifion, 
"  whether  the  doflrines  contained  in  it,  were 
"  confident  with  the  catholic  faitht:*'  an 
oath,  in  fhort,  which  the  apoftolic  fee,  and  the 
prelates  of  all  other  fees,  who  have  examined 
it,  have  flatly  condemned;  which  the  divines, 
have  unanfwerably  refuted,  and  the  politicians, 
in  the  day  of  its  utmoft  need,  were  unable  to 
defend,  and  which  in  fa6l  is  lefs   defenfible 

♦  Letter  to  B.  W y,  Feb.  25,  1791,  publifhed  In 

the  proceedings  of  the  Committee,  June  9,  1792. 

+  Letter  w  T.  C d,  Efq. 

thau 
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tha.n  that  eaptiou^  civic  oath,  whiph  has  brought 
about  the  fchifm  of  a  neighbouring  kingdom, 
and  involved  every  cpnfeientious  clergyrnai* 
|)elongiii^,to  iL  in  tlje.moJJ^b<?^rit)le  perfecy^ 

And  lhi3  is  jio^r  that  a£l  of  defpotic  *  op- 
preffion,  which  the  layman  reprefents  ^s  "  4 
"  violation  of  all  laws  human  ^nd  diyinet, 
and  which  he  calls  upon  the  clergy  to  vindi- 
cate by  "  declaring  they  will  no  longer  fubmit 
**  to  the  arbitrary  uncanonjca]  government  of 
**  apoftolic  vicarsj."  Doe§  he  then  think  to 
perfuade  them  that  an  ordinary  bifhop  woul4 
permit,  with  impunity,  a  private  curate  in  hi^ 
diocefe  to  refijfe  the  publication  of  his  doSri^ 
nal  mandates  in  his  parifh  church,  becaufe  the 
curate    himfelf  did  not   approve    of  them? 

*  It  is  well  known,  that  if  pur  affajrs  had  tajcen  that 
turn  which  was  fo  confidently  expefted,  not  one,  but  a  great 
number  of  clergymen  were  marked  out,by  the  public  voice 
for  the  penalty  in  queftion,  who  had  difobeyed  no  fupe- 
rior,  and  whofc  only  fault  was  the  hpnefty  with  which  they 
declared  their  minds  on  a  profefTionalfubjedlin  opppfitiofj 
to  their  intereft.  If  the  author,  who  had  the  honor  to  be 
one  of  that  number,  could  have  entertained  a  fcruple  con- 
cerniug  the  reftitude  of  his  caufe,  the  charafter  of  his 
fellow  fufferers  would  alone  have  fufficed  to  h^ve  given 
peace  to  his  mind. 

X  Further  Ohjeriiations ,  f.  70. 

Would 


Would  he  fuffer  the  latter  to  tell  him,  I  will 
notjubmit  to  withhold  my  public  fupport  of  a  doc- 
trinal formulary  ^  which  you  have  coTidcmned,  be» 
caufe  you  have  not  proved,  to  my  fatisfoEion,  thai 
it  is  contrary  to  faith  or  morals?  Would  he 
admit,  in  juRification  of  fuch  difobedience, 
that  the  curate  in  queftion  was  employed  in 
an  important  and  public  truft,  and  was  aQing 
in  conformity  with  the  inftruftions  of  his  con- 
ftituents  ? 

Is  it  not  wonderful  to  obferve  the  lay- 
man's folicitude  to  deliver  the  clergy  from 
thofe  fierce  tyrants,  the  apoftolic  vicars,  and 
from  an  "ecclefiaftical  government  which  (is 
"  faid)  to  be  carried  on  without  any  forms  of 
"  legal  proceeding,  and  which  enables  one  in- 
"  dividual  to  opprefs  another  in  violation  of 
"  all  law  human  and  divine,'*  whilft  the  cler- 
gy themfelves  from  the  weft,  the  north  and 
the  fouth,  unfolicited  and  uninfluenced,  raife 
their  voices  to  proclaim  their  content  and 
happinefs  under  this  government,  and  with 
their  prefcnt  fuperiors  ?  *  **  If  we  have  valu- 

"  able 


•  The  deep-judging  and  magnanimous  Maury  re- 
proached the  motley  crew  of  Janfenifts  and  infidels  in 
whofe  company  he  was  obliged  to  fit  in  the  National 

Affcmbly 
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•*  able  rights,**  fay  the  clergy  of  the  weft, 
**  we  conceive  them  to  be  involved  in  thofe  of 
"  our  biftiops,  that  they  will  never  be  more 
"  fecure,  than  when  thefe  are  fecure  from 
"  uncanonical  invafion.  Our  confideration, 
"  our  refpeftability,  our  rights  mull  Hand  and 
**  fall  with  theirs.  We  have  always  found  in 
"  them  fteady  protestors  of  our  interefts,  kind 
"  comforters  in  our  trials,  and  faithful  advif- 
"  ers  in  our  difficulties*.'*  "  Your  fuccefs- 
"  ful  efforts,"  fay  thofe  of  the  north,  addref- 
fing  three  of  the  apoftolical  vicars,  "over- 
"  whelm  us  with  joy,  and  force  from  the 
•*  centre  of  fincerc  hearts  the  tribute  of  our 


Affembly,  with  the  fame  obfervation.  •*  Every  virtuou* 
'*  ecclefiaftic  throughout  the  kingdom  of  France,"  fays 
he,  "  is  eager  to  pay  in  public  the  homage  of  his  refpcA, 
**  attachment  and  confidence  which  is  due  to  our  biftiops. 
*•  We  have  lived  under  that  paternal  government  which 
•'  thefe  men  dare  to  tell  you  is  defpotijm ;  and  we  declare 
•*  to  you  that  we  have  found  it  to  be  a  mild  and  beneva- 
**  lent  fway  ;  fuch  a  one  as  thefe  men  who  calumniate  it, 
**  are  very  far  from  imitating.  We  loudly  difclaim  thl» 
•*  difgraceful  praifes  which  the  latter  beftow  on  the  infc- 
"  rior  clergy,  with  a  view  of  depreciating  their  fuperi- 
•*  ors.  The  artifice  is  too  open  and  clumfy  to  impofe 
**  upon  us.  We  will  not  have  a  feparatcintereft  from 
••  that  of  our  chiefs  and  our  guides,  &c." 

♦  Let,  of  wcftern  clergy,  /.  24, 

•'  warm^ft 
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•';  warineft  thanks,  and  of  our  mod  profound 
•*  duty  and  regard  *."  The  letter  which 
Hit  London  clergy,  or  at  leaft  a  majority  of 
tliem,  with  tl'ie  grand  vicar  at  their  head,  ad- 
dVefled  to  his  ttolinefs  laft  year,  in  the  month 
of  July,  is  ftill  more  exprefs  and  conclufive 
with  refped  to  the  point  in  handt.  After  ex- 
preffing  their  deteftation  of  the  religious  inno- 
vations of  the  prefent  day,  and  of  the  unme- 
rited, no  lefs  than  fatal  enmity  to  the  common 
father^  of  (ihi'iftians,  which  many,  who  call 
therhfelves  his  children,  now  betra.v,  and  of 
the  fixed  refolution  of  the  fubfcribers,  in  de- 
fiance of  all  wordly  hopes  and  fears,  to  render 
both  to  Cefar  and  to  God  what  refpeclively 
belongs  ti9  them,  they  proceed,  "  Whereas 
"  certain  pe'rfons  appear  now  to  be  weary  of 
**  that  paftoral  jurifdi6lion  (belonging  to  the 
"  Holy  See)  which  is  principally  difplayed  in 

*  Printed  adJrefs  of  the  Lancajhire  clergy  to  the  three 
FF,  AA,  at  their  annual  meeting,  30  Aug.   1791. 

f  As  the  letters  above  referred  to  of  the  other  cler- 
gy have  already  been  made  pubHc,and  likewife  the  anfwer 
which  Cardinal  Antonelli  fent,  in  the  name  of  his  Holi- . 
nefs,  to  this  very  letter,  and  as  the  tenor  of  this  letter, 
from  not  being  publiflied,  has  been  mifreprefented,  I 
fliall  take  the  prefent  opportunity  of  making  it  known. 
See  Appendix  No,  I. 
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"  in  providing  the  different  churches  with 
"  worthy  paftors,  and  whereas  the  fame  per- 
"  fons  moft  likely  mifreprefent  us  as  being 
**  difaffe6ted  to  that  v/orthy  prelate,  whom 
"  your  Holinefs  has  lately  appointed  to  this 
"  diftri61,  we,  on  the  contrary,  declare  our 
"  convitlion  that  the  truft  in  queftion  can 
"  neither,  confiftently  with  the  difcipline  of  ' 
**  the  church,  nor  with  the  fafety  of  the  ca- 
"  tholic  religion,  in  our  particular  circum- 
*'  fiances,  be  placed  in  any  other  hands  than 
"  thofe  of  the  univerfal  paftor :  and  that  fo 
"  far  froni  being  difaffeBed  to  our  prefent 
"  bifhop,  we  judge  him  worthy  to  fucceed 
"  thofe  apoftolical  men,  whom  the  fucceifors 
"  of  St.  Peter  have  chofen  to  prefide  over 
"  this  diftri6l,  ever  fince  the  reftoration  of 
"  the  epifcopal  government  in  it,  than  which 
**'  a  higher  eulogium  cannot  be  pronounced 
"  upon  him." 

I  referve  for  the  concluGon  of  this  work, 
where  it  will  more  naturally  occur,  the  con- 
fideration  of  the  laft  charge  againft  our  pre- 
fent form  of  ecclefiaftical  government,  namely 
its  alledged  inconfiftency  with  the  fecurity  of 
our  principles  and  of  our  allegiance.  In  the 
mean  time  I  cannot  difmils  this  important 
fubje8:  without  adding  a  few  detached  remarks 
T  con- 
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concerning  it.  In  the  firft  place  then  I  have 
appealed  to  the  cqnfciences  of  the  catholic 
body,  whether  they  are  not  perfuaded  that  no 
portion  of  the  church  has,  during  the  fame 
period,  enjoyed  a  fucceflion  of  more  exem- 
plary and  apoftolical  pallors,  than  thofe  have 
uniformly  been,  whom  we  have  received  in 
virtue  of  our  prefent  eftabliflied  difcipline. 
What  occafion  then  for  a  change  ?  I  have 
mentioned  that,  whereas  no  one  but  the  Pope 
can  properly  appoint  bifhops,  fo  our  bifhops, 
by  a  fixed  regulation,  are  recommended  to 
him  by  thofe,  who  arc  evidently  the  beft  judges 
of  the  duties  of  the  ftation,  the  wilhes  and  ne- 
ceffities  of  the  clergy  and  people,  and  of  the 
merits  of  the  ele6l,  namely  the  furviving  bi- 
ihops  :  in  which  refpeQ;  our  difcipline  comes 
nearer,  than  that  of  other  churches,  to  the 
pra6lice  of  the  early  ages,  in  which  the  bifliops 
chofe,  and  the  metropolitan  (who  with  refpe6l 
to  us  is  evidently  the  Pope)  appointed  or  con- 
firmed. It  appears  that  the  layman  will  not 
give  credit  to  the  affertion,  that  there  are  fixed 
rules  for  prefenting  proper  perfons  to  his  Ho- 
lincfs,  to  be  by  him  appointed  to  our  dittricls*, 
and  Icems  to  perfift  in  an  opinion,  that  it  has 


Furth.  Ob/.  /.  54.. 

been 
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been  owing  to  fome  cafual  concurrence  of 
circumftances,  thatprecifely  the  moft  edifying 
and  proper  perfons  have  been  chofen  from 
amongft  the  clergy  to  prefide  over  our  little 
flocks,  unlefs  the  bifhops  will  ftate  to  him 
"  the  form  in  which  this  prefentation  is  made, 
*'  and  the  rules  which  guide  the  Pope  in  this 
**  bufinefs  *."  In  anfwer  to  this  reqiiifition, 
I  fay  that,  when  the  layman  will  produce  the 
title  deeds  of  his  temporal  property,  and  prove 
that  he  has  gone  through  the  prefcribed  forms 
for  enabling  him  to  take  poffcflion  of  it,  to 
every  inquifitive  or  captious  individual  that 
may  call  upon  him  for  the  fame,  the  bifhops 
may  perhaps  condefcendto  anfwer  the  layman's 
interrogatories ;  but  as  matters  ftand  at  pre- 
fent,  it  is  plain  they  cannot  do'tbis,  without 
comipromifing  their  own  and  the  churches  au- 
thority. 

In  the  fecond  place  I  have  pointed  out 
the  inconveniencies  and  mifchiefs  that  would 
refult  from  the  adoption  of  the  layman's  pro- 
pofed  alteration  of  our  difcipline,  by  intro- 
ducing popular  eleBions  of  bifliops,  if  the  fame 
were  canonical  and  lawful.  I  fhewed  in  par- 
ticular the  difficulty,  or  rather  the  impraftica- 

•  IbiJ. 

T  2  bility 
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bility  of  affembling  ihe  catholics  of  each  quar- 
ter of  the  kingdom,  to  choofe  their  bifhops*, 
according  to  the  praftice,  as  he  dcfcribes  itt, 
of  the  early  ages.  In  anfwer  to  this  he  pro- 
pofes  that  the  people  fhould  give  their  votes 
at  their  fevcral  places  ofworfhipt.  This  is 
precifely  the  French  plan,  which  has  no  high- 
er antiquity  than  the  National  AfTembly  itfelf, 
and  which,  as  the  modern  defenders  of  the 
faith  prove,  and  I  hav^  intimated  §,  does  not 
exclude  Deifts,  Jews,  or  Jacobins  from  elect- 
ing catholic  bifhops.  I  have  alfo,  on  diffe- 
rent occafions  |[,  adduced  the  authority  of  that 
lage  politician,  and  tried  friend  to  the  inte- 
refts  of  chriftianity  and  of  human  nature,  to 
prove,  that  the  layman's  fcheme  of  popular 
eledions  "would,  in  the  prefcnt  ftate  of  the 
**  wo.rld,  be  the  laft  corruption  of  the  church, 
"  and  the  utter  ruin  of  the  clerical  charaQer, 
"  and  would  throw  open  a  door  to  all  (he  evil 
•*  arts  of  low  ambition,  which  operating  on 

*  Cler.  Ait/iM.  pp.  13,  14.     D.  R,  pp.  p,  52. 

+  See  his  quotations- from  St.  Cyprian  and  Origen, 
and  in  particular  that  from  the  council  of  Sardica,  i  J-^u 
pp.  4,  5,  8. 

I    I  Ift.  p.  2^» 

§  C.  A.  p.  58. 

Ij  Dijc,  at  CQ»Je<;r,  ofBp  of  Afanth,     D,  R,  p.  jj, 

"  and 
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"  and  through  greater  numbers  would  pro- 
"  dure  mifchief  in  proportion  *.**  It  was 
natural  to  expe6l  that  the  name  and  reafon- 
ing  of  Mr.  Burke  Siould  be  thought  worthy 
of  fome  notice;  and  yet  in  neither  of  the 
layman's  replies,  although  he  profeffes  to  an- 
fwer  all  the  objedions  that  have  been  brought 
againft  him,  does  he  condefcend  to  fay  a  An- 
gle word  in  anfwertohim.  In  fatl,  we  are 
well  alTiired  that,  if  a  change  were  to  take 
place  in  the  prei'ent  mode  of  appointing  bi- 
ihops,  under  whatever  pretence  it  was  made 
of  reftoring  the  freedom  of  election,  the  con- 
fequence  would  be  to  throw  the  patronage  of 
our  church  into  the  hands  of  thofe  few  lay- 
men whofe  intereft  and  abilities  might  enable 
them  to  influence  a  promifcuous  affembly. 
We  fhould  then  fee  whether  our  bifhops 
would  be  chofen  for  their  apoftolical  endow- 
ments, as  they  have  hitherto  been,  or  for 
thofe  qualifications  which  enable  them  to  pay 
their  court  to  the  great.  We  fhould  then  fee 
whether  the  duties  of  their  ftation  and  the 
falvation  of  fouls,  with  a  total  feclufion  of  all 
political  concerns,  would  continue  to  conlli-. 
tute  their  "joy  and  their  crown,"  or  whether 


*  Rpfl,  on  Fr,  RevoU 

they. 
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they,  and  through  them,  the  catholic  intcreft 
in  general,  would  not  foon  be  involved  in  the 
dangerous  and  profane  vortex  of  civil  con- 
tention.— As  to  the  layman's  repeated  infinu- 
ations  *  that  the  alteration,  which  he  propofes, 
by  the  introduftion  of  popular  ele£lions  in  the 
place  of  our  prefent  difcipline,  would  be  ac- 
ceptable to  the  eftablifliment  in  church  and 
itate,  I  have  met  them  already  t,  and  I  now 
meet  them  again,  though  on  better  grounds 
than  I  did  before,  with  a  flat  denial. 

It  would  be  an  injuftice  to  my  fubjeft  not 
to  take  notice  of  that  other  branch  of  church 
reformation,  which  the  layman  has  lately  cal- 
led for,  namely,  that  "in  future  the  ecclefi- 
"  aftical  government  exercifed  by  catholic 
"  biihops,  in  this  country,  may  be  fettled  ac- 
••  cording  to  the  known  rules  and  canons  of 
**  the  catholic  church,  by  which  the  clergy 
**  may  poflefs  the  rights  of  parochial  clergyj." 

As 

*  I  Let»  pp.  19,  20.     2  Let.  p.  94,  yr. 
+  Clerg.  Let.  p.  26.      D.  R.  pp.   53,   54. 

\  See  a  ietccr  to  J.  W.  W.  LIncoln's-Tnn,  Apr,  30, 
1792.  I  am  ci^ncerned  to  ^ee  the  names  of  four  other 
lefpeftabie  pcrrona>,'es  annexed  to  this  rcquifition,  and 
that,  in  the  avowed  chaiader  of  laymen,  they  fhould 
undertake  to  tell  bifhops  **  v  hat  are  the  known  rules  and 

••  canon* 
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As  the  terms  of  this  requifition  are  general, 
and  as  it  is  made  for  the  purpofe  of  proteding 
the  clergy  from  "  fimilar  a6ls  of  tyranny  to 
"  that  which  a  refpe^lable  individaal"  has 
fuffered  *  by  procuring  for  them  ordinary  ju- 
rifdiftion,  it  is  plain  the  layman  wi(hes  that  all 
our  miffioners  indifcriminatcly  Ihould  be  pof-^ 
faffed  of  parochial  rights,  and  intimates  that 
the  known  rules  and  canons  of  the  church 
require  that  every  domeftic  chaplain,  every 
travelling  miffioner,  and  every  prieft  at  a  pub- 
lic chapel,  fhould  poffefs  thefe  rights.  But 
where  are  all  thefe  parijh  priejls  to  find  pa-* 
riJJies  ?  for  thefe  terms  are  abfolutely  correla- 
tive. Of  this,  I  am  perfuaded,  the  laymaa 
was  not  aware  when  he  fpoke  fo  confidently 
of  the  canons  of  the  church.  Making  allow- 
ances however  for  this  overfight,  and  fuppof- 
ing  that  he  means  to  plead  only  for  certain 
priefts,  who  are  in  fixed  fituations^with  congre- 

**  canons  of  the  catliollc  church,"  infinuating  at  the 
fame  time  that  the  praftice,  which  the  biftiops,  together 
with  the  head  of  the  church,  continue  to  fandion,  is  un- 
canonical.  The  fa€l  is,  it  would  be  as  much  contrary  to 
the  difcipline  of  the  church  to  have  parochial  clergy  in  a 
miflion,  as  it  would  be  to  have  none  but  miiTioners  in  an 
jcftablilhed  church. 

*  F.  <P>f.  p.  77. 

gations 
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gallons  exadly  defined,  or  for  thofe  who  are 
the  head  chaplains  at  our  public  chapels,  is  he 
then  conient  to  leave  all  the  reft  under  the 
bppreffion  of  bifliops,  who  may  Hill  deprive 
them  of  their  faculties,  without  affigning  any 
reafon,  as  may  the  parifh  priefts  alfo?  and 
does  he  think  that  the  accidental  differences 
I  have  pointed  out  form  a  fufTicient  ground 
for  raifing  fome  of  our  mifiy>ners  fo  much 
above  the  heads  of  others  ? — To  draw  the 
cafe  nearer  home,  fuppofing  our  layman  has 
intereft  enough  to  procure  for  thefe  new  cu- 
rates the  right  of  burial  in  addition  to  that  of 
baptifm,  is  he  fatisfied,  will  the  catholics  in 
general  be  fatisfied  to  perform  their  Eafter 
duty  to  no  one  elfe  but  to  thisfaid  paftor*,or, 
at  leaft  to  no  one  elfe,  without  either  his  or 
the  Pope's  permiffion  ?  It  is  fitting  that  thofe 
who  are  fo  defirou^j  of  fhackling  the  hands  of 
the  bifhops,  fhould  know  that  they  would 
fhackle  their  own  at  the  fame  time.  It  is 
true,  if  they  wifhed  to  get  rid  of  their  chap- 

•  The  learned  auxiliary  of  the  layman  fays,  '*  The 
•♦  doftors  confcnt  that  for  a  church  to  be  parochial  thefc 
**  three  things  are  neccflfary.  The  baptifraal  font,  the 
**  right  of  burial,  and  the  charge  of  the  tribunal  of  pe- 
**  nance  and  of  the  facrainents."  CabaiTut.  Thcor.  1.  i. 
c  1 8. 

lains 
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lains  or  other  clergy,  they  might  withhold  all 
fupport, except  tithes*;  but  it  would  be  im- 
poffible  to  deprive  them  of  their  fpiritual  ju- 
rifdi6lion,  much  more  to  inveft  any  other 
perfon  with  it,  unlefs  a  canonical  fault  were 
juridically  proved  t.  Finally,  is  the  layman 
difpofed  to  pay  double  tithes  ?  The  law  of 
the  land  will  oblige  him  to  pay  them  to  the 
eftablilhed  clergyman,  and  thofe  canons,  to 
which  he  appeals,  will  require  him  to  pay 
them  to  his  parochial  prieft,  whenever  fuch  a 

•  Ibid.  §  9. 

+  It  may  be  added,  what  conftantly  happens,  that, 
congregations  entirely  fail  in  fome  places,  and  that  nevy 
ones  are  formed  in  others  ;  that  great  families  change 
their  places  of  abode,  and  that  public  chapels  are  re- 
moved to  other  fituations ;  how  impoflible  is  it  then,  in 
pur  circumftances,  to  have  regular  parifhes  with  determi- 
nate and  fixed  limits.  Again,  a  very  great  proportion  of 
our  miflioners  h^vc  received  their  education  through  the 
means  of  our  bilhops,  for  the  exprefs  purpofe  of  ferving 
God  in  thofe  fituations,  where  it  is  judged  their  labours 
will  turn  to  the  beft  account.  Is  it  Juji  that  fuch  clergy- 
men (hould  be  withdrawn  from  the  authority  of  their 
biftiops,  when  they  may  appoint  theni  to  fopie  aiflive  em- 
ploy, under  the  pretence  that  they  had  received  infiitution 
for  a  place,  where  their  fervices  had  ceafed  to  be  necefla- 
Xy. — I  omit  many  other  inconveniencies  that  would  refult 
from  the  change  in  queftion,  which  would  be  particularly 
felt  by  the  regulars, 

U  one 
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one  is  conflituted.  To  prove  that  the  t\vo 
laft  mentioned  obligations  would  refult  from 
the  conftituting  of  parifh  priefts,  or  proper 
paftors  amongft  us,  I  need  not  refer  my  anta- 
gonift  to  huge  folios  of  canons,  it  will  be  fuffi- 
cient  to  call  to  his  memory  that  diminutive 
book  which  was  firft  of  all  others  put  into  his 
hands,  where,  amongft  the  commandments  of 
the  church,  he  learned  the  two  following,  "To 
**  confefs  our  fins  to  our  paftors,  at  leaft  once 
"  a  year. — To  pay  tithis  to  o\ir  paftors.'* 

When  the  feveral  parts  of  our  layman's 
plan  of  reforming  church  government  come 
to  be  examined  and  put  together,  they  will  be 
found,  at  leaft  in  their  general  outlines, 
to  be  uniform  and  fyftematic.  This  plan  is 
of  the  true  democratic  and  levelling  caft.  It 
goes  firft  to  place  the  bifhops  on  a  level  with 
the  Pope,  at  leaft  as  to  all  fubftantial  and  effi- 
cient power,  it  aims  next  at  rendering  the 
whole  body  of  the  clergy  independant  of  their 
bifliops,  by  invefting  them  all  alike  with  pa- 
rochial rights,  and  of  courfe  with  ordinary 
jurifdiftion  *j  and  it  claims,  in  the  laft  place, 

for 

*  On  this  head  will  be  moreover  recolleded  the 
outcries  of  the  layman  againft  a  bifhop  for  cenfuring  an 
inferior  clergyman,  without  having  j^roitd  to  him  that 

the 
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for  the  laity  the  fame  right  of  regulating  dif- 
cipiine,  and  of  judging  of  faith  with  the  clergy 
of  whatever  defcription.  The  two  former 
points  have  been  fufficiently  demonftrated:  I 
fliall  conclude  this  firft  part  of  my  effay  with 
proving  the  lad  mentioned. 

To  fpeak  firft  of  difcipline,  we  obferve 
that  in  all  thofe  important  changes  in  the  efta- 
bliftied  praftice  of  the  church  which  the  lay- 
man recommends,  there  is  no  queftion  of 
waiting  for  a  general  council  to  adopt  them, 
as  a  late  innovator  fays  is  necefl'ary  t,  or  of 
applying  to  the  head  of  the  church  for  his 
authority  to  fan6lion  them,  or  to  our  own  bi- 
Ihops,  orto  any  other  biftiops,  on  the  fuppofi- 
tion  that  they  may  have  authority  to  re-efta- 
blifh,  what  he  reprefents  to  have  been  the  an- 
cient difcipline.     This  tafk  is  not  even  exclu- 

the  doftrinal  oath,  which  was  the  ground-work  of  the 
faid  cenfure,  was  contrary  to  faith  or  morals.  It  might 
have  been  added,  that  the  layman  gives  to  underitand 
that  our  bifhops  are  accountable  to  their  clergy,  without 
making  any  exceptions,  for  the  diftribution  of  thofe  mo- 
nies which  have  been  exclufively  intrufted  to  them 
for  charitable  and  pious  purpofes,  and  talks  of  enforcing 
obedience  to  this,  amongft  other  regulations,  by  thdit  fmall 
degree  ef  exertion  which  he  recommends  to  the  clergy. 
Sec  1  Let.  pp.  20,  21. 

*  Febronius.    See  D.  R.  p.  65. 
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lively  configned  to  the  private  miffioners, 
■whofe  exertions,  however  he  earneilly  caUs 
for  on  the  occafion,  but  wc  every  where  find 
this  gentleman  ftepping  forward  in  the  avowed 
charaQer  of  a  layman,  not  only  to  point  out 
what  is  to  be  done,  but  alfo  to  take  part,  in 
conjunQion  with  the  reft  of  the  laity,  in  doing 
it.     Let  us  hear  his  language  on  this  head. 

*'  On  wjiieh  foever  of  the  two  above 
"  mentioned  grounds  we  may  fuppofe  our 
"  prefent  church  government  to  have  been 
"  framed,  it  is  equally  our  duty  to  correBt  it  in 
"  all  that  is  irregular  and  uncanonical.  1  have 
"  fliewn  that  the  only  canonical  method  wc 
**  can  follow  h  x}[i2X  oi  ele6lion  by  clergy  and 
**  people."  Here  ihtniht people  are  called 
upon,  together  with  the  inferiory  clergy,  not 
to  exercife  an  eftablifhed  light,  but  to  correal 
what  is  ftated  to  be  irregular  and  uncanonical, 
in  a  government  which  is  fanftioned  by  the 
Pope  and  the  whole  church. — To  preclude 
every  poffible  cavil,  I  muft  once  more  make 
life  of  the  remark  of  one  of  the  moft  learned 
and  illuftrious  prelates  of  the  chuich.  "  In 
*•  vain,**  fays  he,  "  to  excufe  fuch  irregular 
**  condufl,  do  thofe  who  adopt  it,  pretend  that 
**  they  only  aim  at  reftoring  primitive  difci- 
**  pline;  for  the   anfwer  to  this  pretence  is 

"  obvious; 
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**  obvious ;  the  ancient  difcipline  can  only  ht 
"  re-efiabli/hed  by  that  authority  which  firll 
««  tflahlijied  it*/* 

The  layman  goes  on ;  "  Wc  have  neither 
**  concordates  to  direft  our  proceedingSj  nor 
**  chapters  to  claim  the  right  of  elc6lion,  voe 
**  muft  therefore  have  recourfe  to  the  pure  dif' 
**  ciplint  of  the  church  to  direU  our  condudf, 

"  All  temporal  dependence  on  Rome  ijb 
"  fet  afide  for  ever ;  ought  wc  not  to  place  our 
**  church  in  Jpirituals  on  a  lefs  dependant  foot- 
"  ingj?" — The  layman  does  not  always  fpeak 
fo  plain,  but  here  he  not  only  takes  upon  him- 
felf  to  interfere,  by  pronouncing,  but  alfo  by 
afting,  in  what  he  acknowledges  to  hefpiri^ 
tuals, 

"  St.  Auguftine  contented  himfclf  with 
**  ordaining  a  fufficient  number  (of  bifliops). 
**  Why  fliould  not  wc  follow  this  example,  and 
"  content  ourfe Ives  with  four  bifhops,  till  zyc 
**  find  a  want  of  rnore^  ?** 

"  Thefe  letters  of  communion  and  profef- 
"  fions  of  faith  have  lately  been  adopted  in  a 

•  Bifliop  of  Boulofn's  feftpaftoral  letter, 

+  Z  Letter, f.  8l. 
X  Ibid,  p,  72. 
S  Ibid.f,  2f» 

•  f*  neighbouring 


•'  neiglibouring  kingdom,  I  hope  toe  piall  re^ 
**  vive  this  ancient  and  excellent  pra6licct.'* 

"  The  council  of  Trent  is  not  received 
•'  hy  usXy"  &c. 

Nor  is  it  only  the  rule  of  difcipline,  but 
alfo  that  of  faith  which  the  layman  fubverts. 
Our  firft  book  of  inftru6lions  tells  us,  that  we 
know  what  God  teaches  "  by  the  teftimony  of 
the  catholic  church*,"  the  apoftle  informs  us, 
•*  that  faith  is  from  hearing,  and  how"  conti- 
nues he  "  fhall  they  hear  without  a  preachert?'" 
Jefus  Chrift  himfelf  fays  to  the  pallors  of  his 
church,  "  He  that  heareth  you  heareth  me, 
"  and  he  that  defpifeth  you  defpifeth  me.** 
But  the  layman,  inftead  of  advifing  others  of 
the  fame  defcription  to  hear  their  paftors, 
tells  them  to  examine  and  fee,  whether  their 
pallors,  coming  with  a  legal  miflion,  preach 
the  fame  gofpel  which  they  thcmfelves  have 
received.  Thus  they  are  to  learn  their  reli- 
gion firft,  for  fear  their  paftors  fliould  deceive 
them,  and  hear  their  paftors  afterwards,  in  or- 


+  liiif,  f,  8j.  Sec  alfo  Futiher  Oh/ervathnt,  /.  53. 
**  If  lue  alter  our  pref«nt  uacanonical  church  govern- 
«*  ment,&c." 

*  Abridgment  of  chriftian  doftrinCt 
+  Su  Paul,  Rom. 
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der  to  be  able  to  examine  their  doErine.  But 
whether  he  would  have  the  catholics  learn 
their  religion  by  reading  the  fcriptures,  or  by 
liftening  to  the  moving  fpirit  within,  (which 
are  the  only  two  rules  of  faith  I  have  ever 
heard  of,  exclufive  of  that  of  authority  which 
he  rejeftsj)  he  has  not  thought  proper  to  int- 
form  us. 

"  To  judge  whether  any  gofpel  preached 
"  unto  them  (the  body  of  the  faithful)  was 
"  different  from  that  which  they  had  receiv- 
**  ed,  it  was  neceffary  they  fliould  well  know 
"  what  that  gofpel  was,  nor  does  the  legal 
**  niiffion  of  the  perfon,  who  preaches,  fuper- 
**  fede  this  examen*." 

In  my  former  work  I  expo  fed  this  capital 
error,  which  is  the  fame  that  has  given  rife  to 
every  herefy  that  has  yet  afflifted  the  church, 
1  demonilrated,  that  the  authority  of  our  efta- 
blifhed  paftors,  is  the  only  right  rule  for  form- 
ing our  belief,  and  alfo  that  it  is  the  only  fe- 
cure  rule,  and,  by  attending  to  an  eafy  prafti- 
cal  obfervation  there  fpecificd,  that  it  becomes 
an  infallible  rule  to  ust.  The  layman,  like 
other  innovators,  is  extremely  jealous  of  this 

*   2  Lefter,  p.  89. 

+  D.  R,  pages  115,  116,117. 

of 
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of  this  living  fpeaking  tribunal  of  the  church, 
and  therefore  looks  about  for  an  inftance  in 
which  our  paftors  have   decided  wrong,  or  in 
contradiftion  to  each  other;  which  inftance 
he   thinks    he  has    found    in    the   different 
opinions  of  our  bifhops  on  a  late  occafion,  and 
ef  Monfieur  Ghillini,  in  a  private  letter  to  an 
Irifli  biftiop  in  the  1768,  concerning  the  pro- 
priety of  certain    epithetst.      Unfortunately 
however  for  the  triumph  of  our  author,  the 
oppofition  in  queftion  does  not  cxift,  and  if  it 
did  cxift,  it  would  be  noching  to  the  purpofe, 
as  the  late  excellent  archbifhop  of  Caftiel  has 
clearly  demonftrated*.  But  if  I  were  to  grant 
him  all  he  contends  for,  would  it  follow  that 
becaufe  each  particular  paftor,  taken  apart,  is 
Dot  infallible,  and  that  individuals  amongft 
them  may  and  have  taught  error,  by  fwerving 
from  the  general  doBrine  of  their  brethren  and 
fuperiors  in  the  hierarchy,  that  therefore  the 
obligation  impofed  by  Chrift  upon  the  flock 
of  hearing  his  paftors  as  himfelf,  had  ceafed  ? 
•*  Do  you  pretend,"  fays  the   great  Bofluet, 
^*  that  we  are  to  yield  to  no  authority  but  what 


+  Further  Obfer'vatiotjs ,  p.  20O. 

•  Letter  from  Dr.  Butler  to  Lord  Kenoiare,  p.  3.— 
JuftiEcation^  &c.  p.  80. 
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"  is  infallible*  ?  and  will  any  good  or  reafon- 
able  man  hold  the  following  language  in  the 
hearing  of  children ;  Saul  gave  wrong  and  wic» 
ked  counfd  to  his  [on  Jonathan  in  advifing  him 
to  kill  David,  it  is  to  be  hoped,  then,  that  children 
will  always  follow  their  own  judgment,  which  is  a 
letter  guide  than  the  mandates  of  parents  ?  I  am 
perfuaded  the  layman  himfelf  muft  fhudderat 
the  bare  repetition  of  fuch  wicked  do6lrine. 
But  where,  I  afk,  is  the  difference  between  this 
which  Ihavejuft  fet  down  and  the  parallel 
conclufion  he  draws  from  the  boafted  error 
of  Mr.  Ghillini,  "Catholics  will,  it  is  to  be 
"  hoped,  always  follow  their  own  judgment, 
**  which  is  a  better  guide  than  the  mandates 
"  of  either  apoftolic  vicars  or  nuncios*  ?" 

If  the  layman  complains,  as  he  has  done  on 
a  former  occafion,  that  Imifreprefent  his  doc- 
trine, if  he  will  fay  that  he  does  not  rejeft  the 
eftabliflied  rule  of  catholic  belief,  and  that  he 
is  always  ready  to  fubmit  his  theological  opi- 
nions to  the  decifion  of  the  eiiabiiftied  tribu- 
nals of  the  church,  I  will  here  put  it  in  his 
power  to  do  himfelf  and  alfo  the  catholic  pub- 
lic compleat  juftice   on  the  precife  point  in 

*  Ihid. 

*  Further  Ohjerijatiom,  p.  ^oa, 

X  queftion. 
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queftion,  and  upon  every  other  which  I  have 
denounced  in  the  prefent  work.  Let  him  agree 
to  meet  me  upon  thefe  charges  before  his  and 
my  bifhop  ;  I  mention  the  bifhop  firft,  becaufe 
he  is  the  regular  and  proper  judge,  in  the  firft 
inftance,  of  religious  controverfies  within  his 
own  flock.  If,  however,  my  antagonift  has 
any  reafonable  or  unreafonable  objc6lion  to 
this  tribunal,  it  will  be  eafy,  if  he  agrees  to  the 
propofal,  to  bring  thefe  qucftions,  in  a  regular 
manner,  before  our  four  bifliops,  in  order  to 
obtain  their  joint  decifion  upon  ihem;  or  if 
he  will  at  once  carry  the  bufinefs  to  that,  which 
a  late  writer  juftly  calls,  the  highejl  tribunal  in 
ike  church*^  there  alfo  I  am  ready  to  contend 
with  him:  Finally,  fhould  he  deny  the  autho- 
rity of  that  fupreme  tribunal,  in  which  divines 
place  the  chief  executive  and  judiciary  power 
of  the  churcht,  the  fame  to  which  the  eaftern 
prelates  appealed  in  the  early  ages,  and  to 
which  the  Galilean  prelate:  have  referred  their 
controverfies  in  latter  times,  the  fame  before 
'  which  the  illuftrious  Fenelon  abjured  his  er- 
rors, I  will  overlook  the  erroneous  principle 


*  See  the  letter  quoted  ?ibove  from    Mr.  W— s  to 

T.  C d.  Efq, 

+  bee  Hook  quoted  above,  &c« 
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on  which  this  objcftion  would  be  grounded, 
and  will  agree  to  refer  the  points  in  debate,  to 
fuch  of  the  difperfed  bifhops  as  there  is  any  poffi- 
bility  of  engaging  to  attend  to  them,  I  mean  the 
neighbouring  prelates  in  Ireland  and  Scotland, 
whofe  learning,  zeal,  and  knowledge  of  the 
language,  in  which  the  controverfy  is  carried 
on,  eminently  qualify  them  for  the  under- 
taking. My  charges  are  before  the  public, 
fo  are  his  writings,  from  which  I  profefs  to 
have  extia6led  them.  All  then  that  appears 
neceflary  is,  that,  when  my  antagonift  has  fixed 
upon  a  tribunal  to  decide  the  prefent  contro- 
verfy, he  fliould  meet  me  in  the  following  equi- 
table compromife,  viz.  that  I  fhould  publickly 
retraftand  difavow  all  fuch  [charges,  as  fhall 
be  judged,  upon  the  confideration  of  the  whole 
context  and  fpiritof  his  writings,  to  be  inju- 
rious and  ill  founded;  and  that  he,  on  the 
other  hand,  fhould  in  the  fame  public  manner, 
retraB  and  difavow  all  fuch  propofitions  which 
he  has  advanced,  as  fhall  be  pronounced  to  be 
inconfiftent  with  the  belief,  the  peace  or  the 
difcipline  of  the  church. 


END    OF    TH£    TIRST    PART. 
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ECCLESIASTICAL    IXEMOCRACT 


DETECTED,  &c. 


PART  U. 


;«"«"Ir22rSl8'v**t 


HE  layman  has  evidently  two  grand  ob- 
jeQ;s  in  view,  one  is  to  prove  that  our  prefent 
form  of  church  government  is  not  conformable 
to  the  ecclefiaftical  canons  ^and  difcipline,  the 
other,  to  fliew  that  "  as  long  as  this  govern- 
"  ment  continues,  neither  the  principles  nor 
."  the  allegiance  of  the  catholic  clergy  are 
"  fecure*,"  Hence  he  divides  his  treatife 
into  two  parts,  the  former  of  which  is  calcu- 
lated to  meet  the  prejudices  of  catholics,  the 


•  FurtbtrOh/ervaliotUif.  i66» 
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latter  thofe  of  proteftants.  For  fear,  how- 
ever, that  the  laft  meniionec!,  difgulled  at  the 
load  of  indigefted  theology  which  precedes 
the  part  intended  for  them,  fhould  be  pre- 
vented from  looking  into  it,  he  has  lately  de- 
tached this  feflion  of  his  performance,  which 
contains  his  charges  againft  the  principles 
and  ihc  loyalty  of  catholics,  from  that  which 
precedes  it,  and  has  publifhed  it  apart,  under 
the  alluring  title  of,  a  short  view  of  the 
conduct  of  the  court  of  rome  to  the 
catholics  of  england,  and  theircon- 
duct  and  opiniens,  from  the  reign  of 
Queen  Elizabeth  to  the  present  time. 
By  vSiR  John  Throckmorton,  Bart. 

That  a  profefled  catholic  of  name  and  dif- 
tinftion  fhould  bend  all  his  endeavours  to  ren- 
der infamous,  in  the  eyes  of  a  proteftant  pub- 
lic, the  men  to  whofe  labours  and  to  whofc 
blood  he  is  indebted  forjhis  religion,  the  pla- 
ces of  education  in  which  he  himfelf,  as  well 
as  they,  learnt  this  religion,  his  anceftors,  and 
above  ail  the  clergy  and  prelates  of  his  church, 
in  regular  focceffion,  for  two  centuries  and  a 
half,  that  he  fhould  even  ilrive  to  render  his 
clergy,  of  the  prefent  day,  fufpe6led  to  go- 
vernment, and,  though  beat  from  the  charge, 
Ihould  periill  in    reprefenting    the  heads  of 

them. 
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them,  as  men,  who  are  bound  by  an  oath  of 
temporal  allegiance  to  a  f()reign  prince,  all 
this,  I  fay,  mult  feem  extrordinary  to  our  pro- 
teftant  fellow  fubje8s,  ^ho  indeed  profefs 
ihemfelves  unable  to  account  for  it.  In  fa6l, 
if  our  predeceflbrs,  from  the  days  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  were  a  fet  of  feditious  and  immoral 
men,  furely  it  is  not  our  bufinefs  to  trumpet 
their  and  our  own  infamy  through  the  nation, 
we  ought  rather  to  whifper  to  ourfelves  in  the 
emphatical  lines  of  the  poet: 

— Nos  certe  taceatnus,  G?  obruta  multd 
NoBe  tegi  noflra patiamur  crimina  gentis. 

Statius. 
On  the  other  hand,  (hould  there  really  be 
any  thing  in  the  difcipline  of  our  church,  or 
in  the  condud  of  our  prelates,  which  is  unfit 
to  meet  the  jealous  eye  of  the  legiflature 
furely  it  would  become  each  catholic,  like 
Conftantine,  rather  to  throw  his  own  cloak 
over  the  difgracc  of  his  paftors,  than  to  blazon 
it  to  the  public,  and  to  turn  informer  againft 
them.  But  into  what  extravagancies  and  in- 
confiftencies  will  not  a  hcadllrong  and  blind 
'  purfuit  of  fome  favorite  objed  often  hurry  us  I 
— However,  as  I  am  writing  a  pamphlet,  and 
not  a  folio,  it  will  be  impoflible  for  me  to  no- 
tice every  individual  inllaiice  of  mifreprefen- 

tation 
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tion  or  abufe  which  the  layman  has  raked  to- 
gether againil  the  catholics  of  the  two  lad 
centuries. 

THE   OATH   OF    SUPREMACY. 

The  firft  important  tranfadion  in  the  reign 
of  Queen  Elizabeth,  that  relates  to  Catholics, 
is  the  a£l  and  oath  of  fupremacy.  What  in- 
deed the  layman  has  faid  on  this  fubjeO:  ^oc- 
curs in  the  former  part  of  his  performance.  In 
fad,  I  am  well  aware,  that  it  is  rather  intended 
for  the  catholic  than  for  the  proteftant  public, 
and  I  have  already  intimated,  in  my  former 
work*,  that  the  manner  in  which  this  fubje6t 
is  dragged  into  the  prefcnt  controverfy,  and 
the  art,  yet  earneftnefs,  with  which  it  is  dif- 
cufTed,  fufficiently  indicates  an  intention  of 
feeling  the  pulfes  of  catholics,  in  order  to  learn 
how  far  that  commodious  fyftem  of  explaining 
away  the  obvious  meaning  of  teft  oaths  could 
be  carried ;  nor  has  the  temper  which  the 
layman  has  fhewn  in  anfwering  my  arguments, 
on  this  head,  at  all  contributed  to  make  me 
change  my  opinion.  He  complains  that  I 
condemn  this  oath,  as  being  utterly  inconfiftent 


*  D,R,f.  81. 

with 
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with  the  religion  of  catholics,  and  that  yet,  at 
at  the  fame  lime,   I   "  defpife   all  difcuffion 
"  concerning  it*.**     Had  I  done  this  it  might 
perhaps  have  been  the  propereft  mode  of  treat- 
ing his  differtations  upon  this  fubjeft.     For 
there  are  fome  tenets  fo  evidently  abfurd  or 
vicked,  that  to  undertake  aferious  refutation 
of  them,  is  the  only  way  of  caufing  any  atten- 
tention  to  be  paid  them:  fuch,  I  take  to  be  the 
following  tenets  of  my   adverfary.     i.  That 
Henry  VIII.  and  Elizabeth  did  not  mean  to 
exclude  every  degree  of  the  papal  power  and 
authority  out  of  this  kingdom,  but  were  con- 
tent to  leave  the  moft  important  and  effential 
part  of  it  to   remain  heret.     2.  That  what 
thofe  good  fubjeds,  no  lefs  than  good  catho- 
lics. Sir  Thomas  More,  Bifhop  Fiftier,  and  o- 
ther  numberlcfs  martyrs,  in   both  reigns,  loft 
their  lives  for,  and  the  wholebench  of  bifhopsj, 
with  abbot  Feckenham  and  moft  of  the  bene- 
ficed clergymen,  their  livings  and  their  liberty 

♦  Ftttiher  Ohfurvathm y  p.  94, 

+  2  Letter,  p.  xxri. 

X  I  muft  except  bifhop  Kitchen  of  Llandaff,  who,  to 
ufc  the  conceit  of  the  times,  hteviug  al^wnys,  before  the 
ret^fi  0/  Elizabeth,  changed  ivith  the  current y  refotved  thea 
taprtyve  bimfclf  ua  changelhtg» 

in 
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injthe  latter  reign,  was,  Forrefufing  to  acknow- 
ledge, that  their  refpeftivc  princes  had,  "  fo- 
"  vereignty  and  rule  overall  manner  of  per- 
**  fons  born  within  thefe  realms,  whether  ec- 
"  clefiaftical  or  temporal,  fo  as  no  foreign 
"  power  ought  to  have  any  (civil  or  temporal) 
"  faperiority  over  them*."  3.  That  thofe 
eminent  writers  and  profound  divines  "  Sta- 
"  pieton,  Harding,  Parfons,  &c.  did  not  un- 
"  derftand  the  diftinQion  between  the  civil 
**  and  the  fpiritual  powerst." — However  this 
may  be,  it  is  certain  that  I  did  difcufs  the  fub- 
jefl.  of  the  oath  at  fome  length  J,  before  jl  pro- 
ceeded to  give  the  following  caution  5* Let  any 
"  one  who  pleafes  take  the  oath  of  fupremacy, 
"  but  let  him  not  bring  that  ftigma  on  the  ca- 
**  tholic  body  of  taking  it  in  quality  of  a  ca- 
"  tholic:"  and  I  am  even  not  in  the  lead  a- 
fraid  to  place  my  difcuflion  by  the  fide  of  the 
layman's  dilTertation,  and  to  leave  the  iffue  to 
the  judgment  of  the  intelligent  reader,  no  lefs 
than  to  the  confcience  of  the  upright  ca- 
tholic. 


*  Ih'id.  p.  XXVI. 
+  Ihid.  p.  xxviii. 
+  D.R.p.  86,  i-c. 
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But  I  am  going  to  humour  the  layman  in 
his  own  way,  who,  in  endeavouring  to  recon- 
cile that  part  of  the  oath  which  denies,  "  that 
"  any  foreign  perfon  hath,  or  ought  to  have, 
"  any  jurifdiclion  or  power,  ecclefiaftical  or 
"  fpiritual,  within  this  realm,"  with  the  ca- 
tholic doftrine  of  the  Pope's  fupremacy,  re- 
forts  to  "  the  fenfe  in  which  the  oath  is  un- 
"  derftood  by  the  legiflature,  and  to  the  ex- 
"  planations  which  have  been  given  of  it  by 
"  authority,  and  by  the  moft  approved  (pro- 
"  teftant)  writers  on  the  fubjeft^:"  for  he 
appears  to  make  very  light  'of  the  opinion  of 
catholics. — What  now  is  this  boafted  explana- 
tion by  authority,  in  which  a  falvo  is  difco- 
vered  for  the  fpiritual  authority  of  the  Pope 
and  of  general  councils,  except  the  hackneyed, 
equivocal  and  affeftedly  obfcure  injunftions 
of  Elizabeth,  by  which,  as  Boffuet  obferves, 
fhe  barely  "  difclaims  the  right  of  mounting 
"  the  pulpit,  and  of  diftributing  the  facra- 
"  ment;"  for  it  is  merely,  to  refute  "the 
"  mifconftru8ion  of  the  oath  by  feveral  per- 
"  fons,  as  if  the  kings  or  queens  of  this  realm 
"  hcid  challenged  an  authority  and  power  of 
"  minijtry  oj  divine  fervicc*^*  that  the  queen 


$  Further  Obfervatkns,  p.  86, 
*  QoHier^  'vol,  z.  f,  443. 
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publifliiecl  her  injuu6lions,  the  which  authority 
and  pow(^r  of  mimjlry^  is  all  that  flie  there  dif- 
claims ;  whilft  at  the  fame  time  (he  exprefsly 
challenges  to  herfelf  whatever  authority  had 
been  claimed  or  exercifed  by  her  father  Hen- 
ry and  her  brother  Edward,  whofe  ufurpation 
of  an  unlimited  fpiritual  jurifdiftion   1  have 
demonftratively  proved*,  and  moft  pointedly 
denies  '*  every  degree  of  fuperiority  in  any 
"  foreign  power."     This  is   all  the  explana- 
tion from  authority  which  the  layman  is  pof- 
feffed  of,   in  order  to  fet  afide  the  clear  and 
obvious  meaning  of  the  oath :  he  has  however 
appealed  to  the  exercife  of  that    fupremacy 
■which  the  oath  was  made  to   fecure,  and  has 
denied   that  "  fince   the   time  when   that  aft 
"  was  paffed  the  fovereigns  have  ever  exer- 
"  cifed  any  fpiritual  powert."     He  will  not 
allow   that  the  power  of  excommunication  is 
of  a  fpiritual  nature,   though  one  of  his  own 
authors,  viz.    Home,   Bifhop  of  Winchefter, 
in  the  very  paflage  which  he  quotes,  in  order 
to  point  out  the  real  nature  of  fpiritual  jurif- 
diftion,  teaches  the  contrary^.     Let  me  then 
afkhim  firft,  what  he  will  fay  of  that  homage 

*  D.  R.  p.  84,  &c. 
+  2  Letter y  p.  xxvii. 
%  Ibid.  p.  xvii. 
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homr^ge  which  the  queen  exaflcd  from  Arch- 
bifliop  Parker,  by  vhich  he  profcfTcd  •*  eiuire- 
•*  ly  to  hold  the  Ipirituals  as  well  as  the  tem- 
"  porals  of  his  fee  only  of  her   MajeHy  and 
**  the  crown  royal*?'*    2.  Of  her  giving  com- 
miflion  to  preachers  to  preach  the  word  of  God 
to  the   clergy   and  to   the   laity,  through  her 
kingdoms  of  JEngland  and  Ireland,  without  re- 
quiring any   licence  from   the  bif?iops  of  the 
refpeftive  placest  ^   Does  not  this  prove  that, 
if  file  did  not  mount  the  pulpit,  (he  conceived 
herfelfat  leaft  to  be  the  fouice  of  that  mif- 
fion  and   authority   by   which  her  clergy  an- 
nounced the  word  of  God  ?     3   Of  her  fe- 
queftring  Archbifhop  Grindall  from  the  exer- 
cife  of  his  jurifdiftion,  during  fix  months,  in 
confequcnce  of  his   refuhng  to  fupprefs  pro- 
phecying,  the  ufe  of  which,  he  allcdged,  he 
had  found  in   the  word   of  GodJ.     4.  Of  her 
fupplying  all  defc8s  in  the  ordinations  of  heir 
clergy,  decreeing  that  certain  perlors,  whofe 
ordination  had   been  difputed,    "  ihall  be  in 
"  very   deed,   and  alfo    by  authority  hereof 
"  declared  and  enabled  tobc,  dindJJiall,be.3ncl\m 

•   Cel/ier,  tol.  2.  Ap,  No.  1 1. 

+    IhiJ.  Nc,.  85. 

J  JtiJ.  pages  559,  560. 
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"  bifliops,  bilhops,  priffts.  Sec.  rightly  madc^ 
"  ordained  and  con/ecrated ;  any  ftatute,  law, 
**  canon  or  other  thing,  to  the  contrary,  not-with^ 
"  Jlanding*/*  I  omit  other  proofs  to  the  fame 
purport,  and  (hall  fatisfy  myfelf,  by  way  of 
(hewing  that  James  I.  no  lefs  than  Elizabeth 
claimed  and  exercifed  a  real  fpiriiual  power, 
with  referring  to  the  difpenfation  which  this 
theological  prince  granted,  by  virtue  of  "  his 
"  fupreme  ecclefiaftical  authority,  to  Arch- 
"  bifliop  Abbot  from  all  fufpenfion,  irregula- 
"  rity,  Szc.  in  the  exercile  of  his  order  and 
**  jurifdiclion"  in  confequence  of  his  having 
calually  killed  a  raant. 

To  come  now  to  the  explanations  of  the 
proteftant  authors,  whom  the  layman  marfhals 
in  his  van  with  fuch  an  air  of  triumph.  We 
have  feen  that  the  firft  of  them,  Horn,  as  far 
as  any  meaning  can  be  collected  from  ihe  paf- 
fages  that  are  produced,  is  againft  the  layman. 
Dr.  Bramhall,  who  is  the  next,  when  he  enu- 
merates thofe  branches  of  juriIdi6lioii 
which  the  laws  had  transferred  from 
the  Pope  to  the  crown,  exprefsly  mentions 
"  palls,  unions,  difpenfations  of  all  kinds,  li- 

*  Do  J,  'vol.  z.  p.  317. 
f  Collier fi^ii.  Ne,  108. 

**  cences. 
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•*  cences,  faculties,  fufpenfions,  appeals, &:c.**j^ 
Hence  it  is  plain  that  the  layman  is  willing  to 
deny,  upon  oath,  that  the  Pope  has  any  pf)wer 
to  infinite  a  legate  in  this  kingdom,  to  unite 
two  bifliopricks,  as  the  council  of  Trent  ex- 
prefsly  teaches  he  may,  to  fufpend  any  bifhop 
or  other  violater  of  the  canons  or  of  the  divine 
law,  even  in  cafes  of  herefy  and  fchifm,  to 
give  any  of  thofe  fpiritual  licences  or  facul- 
ties, the  light  of  which  is  awarded  to  him  by 
the  canons.  All  this,  I  am  aware,  is  confid- 
ent enough  with  what  I  have  proved  to  be  the 
layman's  idea  of  the  chief  bifliop,  but  he  is 
grofsly  deceived  if  he  thinks  that  fuch  expla- 
nations as  thefe  are  calculated  to  reconcile 
catholics  to  the  oath  of  fupremacy  *.    The  laft 

of 


•  2  Let.  p.  XX  iv. 

*  I  will  here  quote  a  very  appofite  paflage  from 
the  prefent  learned  pontiff's  brief  to  the  thirty  prelates 
of  France,  dated  March  loth,  1791,  as  it  is  likely  that 
his  Holinefs's  authority  may  have  fome  weight  with 
the  reader,  though  it  has  none  with  the  layman.  "  Si 
'*  primo  perlegantur  affertiones  concilii  Senonenfis  .... 
"  illud  quod  bafis  efl  &  fundamcnium  decreti  nationalis 
•*  de  quo  agitur,  expers  efle  ab  hxrefis  nota  vidcri  non 
"  poteft.     Sic  cnim  fe  explicavit  concilium.     Poft  hos, 

*'  JurrexH  Marjilius  Pata'vinus Is  hoftiliter  eccleftam 

**  infeSatut ....  omnem  pralatit  adimt  txteritrtm  jurifdic- 

**  tioncm. 
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of  the  three  expofitors  of  the  oath  is  Judge 
Hale,  who,  in  the  mutilated  pafiTage  before  us, 
fays,  that  "the  exercife  of  the  powers  ofor- 
"  der,  as  to  time,  place,  perfon,  manner  of 
"  performance  is  derived  from  the  crown : 
"  exempli  gratia,  the  prefcribing  who  fhould 
"  be  a  bifhop,  and  the  extent  of  his  diocefe, 
"  kScc."  t  The  layman  concludes  thefe  quota* 
tions  with  faying,  "  If  the  above  explanations 
"  of  the  oath  of  fupremacy,  and  of  the  power 
"  given  by  the  laws  of  this  realm  to  the  crown, 
**  be  admitted  ;  it  appears  that  no  power  pro- 
"  perly  fpiritual ...  is  given  to  the  king  or 
"  denied  to  any  other  perfon  t."  I  grant 
that  all  this  is  perfeftly  confident  with  the 
fyftem  now  adopted  in  France,  and  the  gene- 
ral do6lrine  of  our  layman,  but  it  is  in  direft 
oppofition  to  the  tenets  of  the  church,  which 
fo  far  from  allowing  any  prince  or  fecular 
magiftrate  the  right  of  prefcribing  who  fhall  be 
her  prelates,  or  over  what  extent  of  diocefe 
and  number  of  fouls  their  power  (hall  extend, 
that  fhe  even  pronounces  an  anathema  againft 

*'   tjonem,     ea    dumtaxat   except d,    quam  Jecularh  largittu 

*'  fuerit  magijiratus Veriim  ex  facris  litteris  coercitus 

"  eji  delirantis  hujus  besretici  immanis furor ^  fcff,"     P,  8. 

*  2  Let.  /.  xxri. 

+  Ibid. 
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thofe  who  prefume  only  to  alter  her  eflablifh- 
ed  rites,  or  the  manner  fhe  has  appointed  for 
the  performance  of  her  facraments*. 

Not  fatisfied  with  the  authors  he  has  quot- 
ed (haw  fuccersfully  upon  catholic  grounds 
we  have  feen)  he  produces  a  writer  who  de- 
nies that  **  there  is  extant  a  contradiftory  tef- 
"  timony  of  any  one  Proteftant  author  to  the 
•*  fenfe  which  he  affixes  to  the  oath,  namely, 
••  that  any  thing  more  is  deferred  by  it  to  the 
•*  crown,  except  3l  civil  political  po-wer  in  caufes 
••  ecclefiaftical  *."     In   anfwer  to  this  chal- 
lenge I  produced  the  two  great  hiftorians  of 
the    reformation,    the   Doftors   Heylyn   and 
Collier,  together  with  the  great  lawyers  Ja- 
cob »nd  Sir  Edward   Coket.     The  layman 
repliesthatthetwoformer  writers  came  toolate, 
having  written  after  his  author  John  AuftinJ. 
If  this  bethe  objeBion,  Iwill  afkhim  what  he 
fays  to  the  great  Lutheran  divine  Chemnitius, 
■who  reproached  Elizabeth  wiih  having  made 
herfelf,  by  the  aft  of  fupremacy,  a. Jhc-pope  and 
head  of  the  church*?    To  Calvin  who   re- 

•  Cone,  Trid.  Sef,  7  cMn.  13.  defacr, 

•  z  Let,  f.  XXX. 

f  D.  R.  p.  37,  ^e, 
%  F.  Obf.  p.  88. 

•  E^,  ad  EUa,  Brand, 

preaches. 
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proaches  Henry  with  blafphemy,  on  the  fame 
account  t,  to  Gilby  who  fays  that,  by  this  aB, 
tfce  prince  had   taken  the  place  of  Chrijl  J.     I 
might  adduce  here  the  authorities  of  the  bi- 
fliops   Andrews    and    Bilfon,   of   Chancellor 
Hyde,  Saclebridge,  and  of  many  other  emi- 
nent Proteftant  writers  in  oppofition  to  the 
layman's  confident  appeal   to  them,  if  fuch 
authorities  were  wanting  §,  and  if  I  had  not 
at  hand  one  ftill  more  to  the  purpofe  than  any 
Others  which  have  been  or  can  be  produced, 
-r-  This  is  no  one  other  than  the  confeffion  of 
the  layman  himfelf  in  two  feparate  paffages. 
In  one  of  thefe  he  writes  thus,  giving  an  ac- 
account  of  the  controverfy  between  Fecken- 
ham  and  Home  :  "Feckenham,  in  his  objec- 
**  tions,  underftands  the  words  of  the  oath  in 
**  the  full  extent  of  their  meaningy  and  thence 
"  deduces  that  whoever  takes  it  muft  renounce 
"  all  fpiritual  power  in  the  church  *."..,... 
Here  then  the  truth  comes  out  j  the  oath,  in 
i-he  full  extent  of  its  meanings  does  exclude  the 

fpiritual 

+  Comment,  in  Apoc. 

%  Quoted  by  Dr.  Patlnfon,  Jiruf.  IS  Babel. 

§  The  laft  mentioned  of  the  above  writers  advances 
that  •*  kings  being  anointed  with  facred  oil  are  capable 
**  of  jurifdiftion." 

*  2  Let,  p.  xvi.    I  leave  the  layman  to  xeconcile 

the  contradiftory  accounts  he  has  given  of  Feckenham  in 

Z  the 
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fpiritual  power  of  the  church.  Now  how  the 
full  meaning  of  fo  public  and  (acred  a  deed, 
as  the  oath  in  queftion,  can  be  reftrained  and 
altered  by  fuch  vague  and  trifling  explana- 
tions 

thc.paflage  here  referred  to,  and  in  his  laft  pamphlet,  //. 
95,  94. — When  this  is  done  it  will  be  time  enongh  for 
me  to  clear  away  his  mifreprefentations  in  the  latter  paf- 
fage. — Nothing  fhews  more  clearly  the  defperate  ftate  of 
the  layman  than  his  grafping  at  fuch  Ihadows  of  argu- 
ments as  thofe  which  he  draws  from  the  title  of  the  head 
of  the  church,  which  he  finds  annexed  to  certain  public 
Inftruments  of  Q^  Mary  and  of  James  II.  For  an  in- 
ftance  of  the  former  he  need  not  have  turned  over  Mr. 
Aftle's  roanufcripts;  he  would  have  found  one  more  to 
his  purpofe  in  Collier,  Vol.z.  Append.  6%,;  and  he  would 
have  met,  in  the  letters  of  Cardinal  Pole,  with  a  full  ac- 
count of  the  queen's  fcroples  concerning  the  official  ftyJe 
made  ufe  of  by  the  public  officers  in  this  inftancc,  and 
the  hafte  fhe  was  in  to  get  an  ad  pafTed  to  annul  this  title, 
and  to  declare  "  that  it  never  did  belong  to  the  crown," 
See  \Ji  and  2d  of  Matj,  c.  8.  With  refpeft  to  James  II. 
I  believe  mod  people  arc  of  opinion  that  he  facrificed 
quite  as  much  to  his  confcience  as  was  in  his  power, 
without  at  once  difannexing,  by  his  own  authority,  the 
.  fupremacy  from  the  imperial  crown. — The  queftion  is  not 
how  he  conduced  hlmfelf  with  refpeft  to  his  proteftant 
fubjedls,  who  were  refolved,  that  he  (hould  be  the  head 
of  their  church,  but  with  refped  to  his  catholic  fubjeds.  , 
There  is  no  doubt  but  he  would  have  given  them  as  many 
and  as  ample  explanations,  affurances  and  injundions  at 
they  could  wifli  for,  if,  by  this  mode  of  proceeding,  he 
could  have  fatisiied  hit  own  confcience  and  theirs,  with 

rcfpeA 
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tions  as  the  layman  has  produced,  I  leave  to  the 
confciences  of  thefe  who  know  what  it  is  to 
invoke  the  awful  name  of  the  Deity.  The 
other  paflage  I  refer  to  is  the  following ;  "  At 
**  that  period  (the  Reformation)  all  pre-emi- 
"  nence,  power  and  authority  whatfoever 
**  were  denied  to  the  Pope  hy  the  laws  of  this 
"  realm.  Since  that  time,  the  catholics  of 
**  this  country  have  been  in  a  peculiar  fitua- 
•*  tion.  We  cannot  accede  to,  or  pay  obe» 
*'  dience  to  a  human  law  which,  in  our  opi- 
"  nion,  militates  againft  a  divine  precept*.*' — 
Here  then  I  firft  call  upon  the  layman  to  fay, 
by  what  law  the  pre-eminence y  power  and  auiho^ 
rity  of  the  Pope  were  denied^  in  this  realms  at  the 
ReformatioUy  except  by  the  a6l  of  fupremacy  ? 

refpeft  to  the  meaning  of  the  oath,  and  thereby  have  in- 
troduced them,  with  perfeft  fafety,  into  places  of  truft 
and  honor.  But  did  he  ever  offer,  or  did  the  Catholics 
of  his  reign  ever  alk  for  fuch  delulive  palliatives  of  a  falfe 
confcience  ? — No.— He  chofe  rather  to  venture  his  crown 
by  difpenfing  with  the  laws  which  required  the  oath,  and 
thus  loft  every  thing  but  his  charader  as  an  honeft  man 
and  a  good  chriftian. 

*  In  another  work  to  which  I  fee  the  layman's  name 
ligned  I  find  the  following  acknowledgment ;  *'  We  an- 
*'  fwered  (this  perfon  very  high  in  powerj-^that  it  was 
**  true  our  belief  of  the  fupremacy  of  the  Pope  did  not  per- 
"  mit  us  to  take  the  oath  of  fupremacy  in  its  prefent 
*'  form."  I  Blue  Booi,p.  5-. 
'.  Z  2  and 
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hnd  how  it  is  that  we  are  called  upon  to  pa^ 
obedience  to  this  human  law,  except  by  taking  thd 
oath  of  fupremacy  ?  and  then  I  call  upon  th^ 
reader,  whoever  he  may  be,  to  fay,  Whethei* 
he  ever  has  met  with  fuch  a  glaring  inconfift- 
cncy  in  any  other  book  that  has  fallen  into 
his  hands  as  in  this,  which  the  layman  re- 
proaches me  with  not  having  paid  fufficient 
attention  to,  where  in  one  place  there  is  i 
long  diflertation  to  prove  the  lawfulnefs  of  a 
tertain  oath,  and  in  another,  a  plain  acknow. 
ledgment  that  the  fame  militates  againjl  a  di' 
vine  ordinance. 

The  layman  concludes  his  glofles  upon  the 
oath  of  fupremacy,  with  bitter  complaints  a- 
gainft  "  a  party  which"  he  fays  "  has  exifted 
**  amongft  us  ever  fince  the  days  of  Elizabeth, 
'*  more  defirous  of  propagating  the  papal  pre- 
'*  tenfions  than  the  welfare  oftheEnglifli  Ca-. 
"  tholics,  &c*,'*  and  in  his  laft  work  he  makes 
a  parade  of  thofe  catholics  who,  as  he  pre- 
tends, have  been  advocates  for  this  oath. 
But  of  whom  did  this  party  of  papifls,  thefe 
enemies  of  the  welfare  of  their  religion  confift 
at  the  time  we  are  fpeakingof?  I  anfwerof 
the  whole  body  of  our  laity  and  clergy,  whe« 


further  Obfervations,  /,  XXX« 
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ther  ordained  in  Mary*s  tim^,  or  aftefWard*,- 
They  all  forfeited  their  fortunes  and  thejf 
lives  rather  than  take  an  oath,  which  was  GOrt** 
fidered  and  framed  to  be  the  reft  of  a  cathO-* 
Kc*s  having  renounced  bis  fetigion.  In  faft 
he  is  obliged  to  come  down  to  the  reign  of 
Charles  II.  to  find  an  inftance  of  the  fcanda« 
k)us  duplicity  in  queftion.  I  have,  indeed, 
allowed  that  during  this  reign  feme  few  lay* 
ftien,  too  eager  after  preferrftent  or  profit,,  iri 
bppofition  to  the  uniform  decifions  of  their 
paftors,  fwallowed  the  golden  bait*,  but  their 
Barnes  were  too  obfcure  to  furvive  them. 
From  the  layman  we  learn  that  two  priefts 
alfo  took  the  oath.  If  they  did,  we  are  not 
at  a  lofsfor  the  motive  of  their  condudt,  and 

fuch 
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+  I  have  made  inquiries  concerning  Atkins  where  in- 
telligence was  moft  likely  to  be  obtained ;  but  though 
manufcript  accounts  of  him  exift,  no  mention  occurs  ia 
them,  any  more  than  in  the  laborious  Dod,  of  his  having 
taken  the  oath. — As  to  Bromwich,  who  was  condemned 
at  the  fame  time  and  place,  for  his  prieftly  charafter,  it 
is  plain  from  the  fpeech  we  are  referred  to,  in  Dod.  <v.  3, 
/•  359*  ^^^  whatever  oaths  or  profeffions  he  made,  they 
were  made  to  the  magiftrate,  after  his  ap^rehenjion:  and 
^Jiat  thcfe  were  publickly  explained  ia  a  njer)/  different 
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fuch  folitary  exceptions  rather  weaken  than 
confirm  the  layman's  caufe.  I  have  already 
leferredto  the  declaration  of  the  divines  of 
Douay^in  which  the  oath  is  cenfured  as  Arrr- 
iical,  and  to  that  of  the  chief  clergy  of  th* 
miffion  in  their  own  name  and  in  the  name 
of  all  their  brethren,  in  which  they  decide, 
that  the  faid  oath  contains  a  plain  renunciation 
of  the  Pope's  power  to  Jeed  the  tuhole  flock  of, 
Chriji,  and  that  therefore  it  is  contrary  to  the 
catholic  faith ;  they  moreover  teftify  that  they 
could  but  hear  of  two  clergymen,  who  were 
advocates  for  the  oath,  both  of  whom  became 
apoftates*.     However  then  the  layman's  dc- 

Jjenfc  from  that  which  the  hyxnan  affixes  to  the  oath.— . 
I  have  however  no  farther  concern  about  thefe  two  cler- 
gymen, than  leaft  it  (hould  be  thought  that  Bi(hop  Chal« 
loner  approved  of  the  oath  :  he  who  prcconizes  fo  ma^jr 
martyrs  who  died  for  refufmg  it  ? 

*  Dod,  v.  3  pa^es  383,  384. — I  find  no  occafion  to 
make  any  other  remark  on  the  fix  pages  of  quotation 
from  John  Auftin"s  pamphlet,  2  Let.  p.  xxxi.  8cc.  except 
this,  that  if  he  really  wrote  the  work  in  queftion,  in  vindi- 
cation of  the  oath,  it  is  a  frefh  proof  of  the  ineonfiftency 
of  laymen  in  writing  on  theotogical  fubjedls,  as  in  hit 
Chrijiian  Moderator ^  quoted  Mijf.  Pr.  vol.  2./.  326.  he  ex- 
prefily  affirms  that  in  both  the  oaths,  of  fiiprcmacy  and 
allegiance,  "  are  mingled  certain  expreflions  of  a  pure 
**  fpiritual  iiature,  repugnant  to   catholic  confcience*. 

"  aa4 
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licacy  revolts  at  an  idea  and  an  cxprcfliorr, 
which  I  borrowed  from  facred  writ*,  I  will 
repeat  it,  that  the  church  will  vomit  out  of 
her  communion,  fuch  tepid  catholics  as,  for 
temporal  ends,  will  fwear  that  her  fpiritual 
jurifdiftion  does  not  extend  to  this  particular 
corner  of  the  globe,  whenever  fuch  conduS 
is  properly  notified  to  her  tribunals:  on  the 
other  hand,  proteftants,  in  this  cafe,  will  have 
rcafon  to  fay,  that  there  are,  at  leaft,  fome  of 
our  people,  whom  it  is  impoffible  to  bind,  but 
who  will  transform  themfelves  into  all  the 
fiiapes  of  Proteus  to  get  rid  of  their  chains. 

I  have  been  the  more  explicit  on  this  firfl: 
important  tranfaQion  of  Elizabeth's  reign, 
becaufe  the  layman  has  reproached  me,  with 

••  and  altogether  unneceflary  to  common  fectirlty."— 
I  truft  I  fhall  alfo  vindicate  the  learned  and  pions  Crcfly 
from  the  afperfion  of  the  layman,  F.  Oh/,  p.  8g.  as  being 
a  favorer  of  the  oath  of  fupremacy,  by  the  following  pat- 
fage  from  his  celebrated  Exomologefts :  "  Henry  VIII, 
**  with  forced  confent  of  his  parliament,  conftraincd 
*•  them  (his  fubjefts)  generally  to  renounce  o»#  ertkle  cf 
**  that  Jaith,  nanicly,  obedience  to  the  viiible  univerfai 
**  paftor  of  the  catholic  church,  wherein  they  and  their 
•*  anceftors  had  becnlared — ^to  cffeft  which  perjury ^  the 
**  meaner  fort  were  forced  by  tyranny,  and  the  great  ones  ■ 
**  allured  by  partaking  in  the  fpoUs  of  iacriiege,"  /,  25. 
*  Reviletimst  c,  p  v*  6» 

not 
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oot  having  fufficien:ly  difcufTed  it,  and  be- 
caufe  in  treating  of  it,  I  fee  he  has  not  a  bare 
retrofpeftive  view,  but  is  preparing  the  mindi 
of  catholics  for  a  direft  propofal  of  taking  the 
oath  in  queflion,  perhaps  at  no  very  diflant 
period.  But  how  ftiall  I  follow  my  adverfary 
through  all  the  glaring  inconiiftencies,  mali- 
cious mifreprefentations,  and  unblufhing  falfc- 
hoods,  which  he  has  heaped  together  againft 
his  clergy,  his  anceftors  and  his  religion,  with 
refpeQ  to  the  other  tranfa£lions  of  this  perfcr 
curing  reign*.  For  the  fake  of  brevity  I  (hall 
confine  myfelf  to  a  few  leading  points,  which 
iiowever  will,  I  truft,  comprize  whatever  is 
jnaterial  in  his  charges. 

•  The  layman  threatens  us,  in  his  preface,  with  a  more 
detailed  hiftory  of  this  and  the  fubfcquent  periods,  upon 
the  fame  plan,  as  we  there  learn,  that  he  has  herefollow- 
.ed,  and  with  a  particular  view  of  depreciating  our  for 
reign  eftablifhments.  It  is  to  be  hoped  however,  for  de- 
cency's fake,  that  no  fuch  work  will  bear  the  name  qf 
Wy  gentleman,  who  has  been  indebted  to  one  or  other  of 
thefc  eftablifhments  for  his  education  and  fupport,  much 
lefs  of  any  one  who  has  made  paths  or  vows,  in  the  hand* 
of  the  fuperiors  of  thofe  places,  to  devote  his  life  to  the 
precii^  end  for  which  they  wer«  infUtuted. 


CAUSE 
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€AUS£    OP    THE    PENAL    LAWS. 

To  account  for  the  penal  ftatutes,  ena£led 

in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  the  layman  has  re- 

courfe  to    "  the  faults  committed  by  the  an- 

-j^f  ceftors(ofthe  Catholics)  in  confequence  of 

**  their  foreign  connexions*,  whom,  on  ano- 

if*,.ther  occafion,  he  defcribes  as  being  gene- 

^,  nerally,  in  that  reign,  pofleffed  of  a  fuppofed 

J*  loyakyft   and  to    "  the  feditious   doftrines 

"  which,"  he  fays,   "  we   never  fhould  have 

"  heard  of,  if  the  feminaries  had  never  ex-, 

"  iftedj."     He  elfewhere  maintains,  that  the 

principle  of  unconllitutional  fubmiflion  "  cau- 

•*  fed  and  perpetuated  all  the   penal  laws§.'* 

He  alfo  tells  us,  that   "  Pope  Pius  V.   a.  Jliori 

**  Hme  before  he  ijfued  his  bull  (of  depofition) 

**  procured  the  foundation  of  the  feminary  of 

'*  Douay,  that  a  certain   number   of  clergy 

"  might  be   there  educated,   and   afterwards 

"fipport  his  caufe  in  England||.'*     He  aflerts, 

♦  Pref. 

+  Ibid.  p.  230. 

I  Ibid-  p.  205. 

§  Pref. 

g  Ibid.  p.  99. 

A  a  that 
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that  "  to  thofe  opinions"  (of  fighting  againft 
the  government,  &c.  which  he  defcribes  the 
foundel-  of  the  Englifli  houfes  abroad;  as  pro- 
pagating ainongfl  the  mifTionaries  and  in  their 
places  of  education)  "  we  are  indebted  for  the 
-"  penal   laws*."      He  fays   that   the   famous 
fix   queries   were   propofed   to    "  diftinguifh 
"  between  the  loyal  catholic  and   the  abettor 
-"  of  dangerous   ultramontane   doftrines  anci 
•"  principlest.*'      And  that  "  Cardinal  Allen 
"  allows,  that   thofe,  who  were  pul  to   death, 
"  after  their  anfwer  to  the  fix  queries,  fuffer- 
**  ed  for  maintaining  the  vdepofing  power  J." 
He,  in  ahother  paffage,  '  removes  the    chief 
charge  to  the  flioulders  of  Father  Parfons'. 
^*  To   his  intrigues,   and  to   thofe  rebellious 
"  principles,   already  ftated,  which  he  incul- 
'*  cated  into  his   numerous  adherents,   is  the 
*'  enacling  of  the  penal  laws  more  to  be  attri- 
"  buted  than  to  any  other  caufe^."     Finally 
he  thus  exprefles  himfelf  with  refpeQ;  to  thofe 
holy  men,  no  lefs  than  conftant  martyrs,  whom 
catholics,  in  every  part  of  the  church,  have 


•  Ibid,  pages  121,  122. 
+  Ibid,  p.  153. 
+  Ibid.  p.  114. 
^  Ibid.  p.  128. 

looked 


looked  upon  with  fuch  high  veneration :  "  Of 
"  the  i24priefts,  who  fufFered  death  (in  the 
**''reign  of  Elizabeth)  I  believe  few,  if  any, 
*♦■  will  be  found  tohave  anfwered  (the  queries) 
"  in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  clear  theirallegiance 
"  from  merited  fufpicion.  They-were  martyrs 
**  to  the  depojing  power,  not  to  their  religion*.** 

Thus 


•  See  in  Philopater,  p.  193.  the  refpeftful  and  pacific 
anfwers  of  the  firft  martyrs,  to  whom  thefe  fanguinary 
queftions  were  propofed,  with  the  view  of  rendering  them 
odious,  not  of  convifting  them  ;  for  which  indeed  they 
formed  no  planner  of  ground.  In  faft  the  great  lawyer, 
of  thofe  times,  Plowden,  publifhed  and  proved  that 
**  Treafon  muft  always  be  fome  aiflion,  or  raanifeft  inten- 
"  tion  of  a  fubjeft  againft  the  prince  orftate.and  not  an 
*'  opinion  only."  In  a  matter  that  was  open  to  free  dif- 
cufHon,  the  anfwers  of  thofe  martyrs,  when  interrogated 
and  forced  to  fpeak,  werfe,  as  it  might  be  expeded,  vari- 
ous. It  is  certain  however  that  feveral  of  them  gave  up 
the  depofing  dodrine.  James  Tompfon  anfwered,  that 
whenever  the  Pope  ftiould  invade  the  kingdom  he  fhould 
Ihew  himfelf  a  true  patriot.  Miff.  Pr.f.  1 1 7.  See  alfo  the 
account  of  Luke  Kirby,  p.  gi .  Felton  being  aflced,  whe- 
ther he  would  have  taken  part  with  the  Pope  and  the  Spa- 
niards, or  with  the  Queen,  in  cafe  of  an  invafion,  an- 
fwered, he  "  would  have  taken  part  with  God  and  his 
**  country,"  neverthelefs  he  was  executed  for  "  denying 
"  that  a  'woman  could  be  head  of  the  churchy'  p.  218.  See 
aJfo  the  account  of  Buckley,  p.  361 ,  and  of  Almond,  v.  2, 
A  a  2  p.  8?, 
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Thus  is  the  blackeft  ftain  the  charafier  of  this 
unfeeling  princefs,  after  the  murder  of  her- 
gueft  and  relation  theOueen  of  Scotland,  and 
the  cruel  policy  of  her  Machiavelianminifters, 
Leicefter,  Walfingbam  and  Cecil,  wiped  ofF 
and  jullified  by  the  officious  charity  of  the 
layman,  even  at  the  expence  of  difgracing  his 
own  name  and  family. 

Surely  I  need  not,  at  the  prefent  day,  take 
much  pains  to  prove  what  was  the  real  motive 

p.  82,  who  pfotefted,  at  his  death,  **  that  if  the  Pope  were, 
"  by  war  and  hoftility,  to  invade  his  native  country, 
**  overthrow  the  date,  or  diveft  his  Majefty  of  any  of  his 
♦*  dominions,  he  ought  to  be  refifted  by  every  good  fub- 
"  jeft,  to  the  bell  of  his  power,  by  force  and  arms;  and 
**  that  this  was  catholic  dodtrinc,"-!— The  layman  has  fiU 
Icn  into  many  egregious  errors  concerning  Bofgrove,  Or- 
ton,  &c.  as  might  be  proved,  if  the  occafion  would  per- 
mit,  by  the  teftimony  of  More,  Hijl.  Soc.  "Jef.  Ded,  &c.— • 
See  in  the  laft  quoted  author,  W.  2.  /.  173.  an  account 
of  the  cruel  oppreffion  of  Sir  John  Throckmorton,  Juftice 
of  Chefter,  andKnight  of  the  Garter,  by  the  unprincipled 
Leicefter,  as  likewife  of  the  wicked  arts,  by  which  his  fon 
Francis  was  convidcd  and  executed,  for  a  pretended  con^ 
fpiracy.  For  an  account  of  his  being  confined  in  the 
place  called  little-eaje  in  the  Tower,  together  with  his 
brother  George  Throckmorton,  and  of  the  repeated  cruel 
rackings  the  former  underwent,  no  lefs  than  his  fellow 
prifoners  the  Miflionary  Priefts,  fee  a  traft  called,  Dia- 
rium  rcrum  gejiarutn  in  turri  Londinenjiy  by  a  fcUpW  fuifcfCr, 
who  was  afterwards  baniihcdf 

of 
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of  Queen  Elizabeth's  jealoufy  and  perfecu^ 
tion  of  the  catholic  religion.  There  is  abun. 
dant  proof  that,  in  her  private  fentiments  and 
conduft,  fhe  had  a  ftrong  partiality  to  it*. 
But  ambition  was  her  ruling  paflion  which 
fwallowcd  up  all  the  reft,  and  as  the  celebrated 
Camden,  who  wrote  the  hiftory  of  her  life,  re- 
marks, flie  was  made  fenfible,  at  the  beginning 
of  her  reign,  "  that  it  was  all  over  with  her, 
"  if  the  power  of  the  Pope,  who  had  twice 
**  decided  on  the  illegitimacy  of  her  birth, 
"  was  admitted  to  remain  in  any  fliape  what- 
**  foever."  She  therefore  no  fooner  was  able 
to  get  together  a  Parliament,  than  fhe  procured 
an  aft  to  be  pafTed,  by  which  the  acknowledg- 
Kient  of  "  any  pre-eminence  or  jurifdi£lion, 
**  Jpiritual  or  ecclejia/iical,  ....  of  any  foreign 
**  prelate"  rendered  the  party  liable  to  tha 
forfeiture  of  goods,  for  the  firft  offence,  to  a^ 
preraunire,  for  the  fecond,  and  to  the  penal-, 
ties  of  high  treafon,  for  the  thirdt :  not  to. 
mention  other  aBs  of  the  faipe  tenor  J.    Every 

*  See  this  proved  by  iti^ny  fafls  and  teftimonies  addu-, 
ced  by  Father  Parfons,  in  his  An/wer  to  Sir  ^d'ward  Cake, 
p.  363.  ^  fiq. 

+  1  Eliz.  c.  I. 

l^-EUz.  c,  I,    i3Eli»,c.  2.    23Eli*.c.  I. 

one 
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one  knows,  that  upon  this  very  aft  of  fuprc'-* 
macy,  many  perfons,  both  of  the  laity  and  the^ 
clergy,  fuffereda  moll  cruel  death,  without  any 
queUion  whatever  being  put  to    them,  con- 
cerning    the     depofing     power  ;     and,     in 
fome  inftances,  without  their  having  the  leaft 
connexion    whatever    with    the   feminaries*. 
Indeed,  at  the  time  that  this  aft  of  fuprcmacy' 
pafled,   Dr.   Allen  was    Matter  of  St.    Mary> 
Hall  at  Oxford,  and  Father  Parfons  was  a  flu-' 
dent,  yielding  to  the  torrent  of  the  times,  at' 
the  fame  univerfity,  nor  was  there  then  exift-' 
ing  the   moll  diftant  idea  of  miffionaries  or 
feminaries  whatfoever.     The  faft  is,  and  it  is 
notorious     to     the    world,    in    fpite    of  the; 
declared  hatred    of   the    layman  againft  our 
foreign  eftablifhments,    that  the   penal    law»' 
were   the   caufe  of   the  feminaries,  not    thtf 
feminaries  of  the  penal  laws.     Cardinal  Al- 
ien, in  thofe  bookis,  which  the  layman  quotes, 
declares,  in  the  face  of  the  nation,  that  nothing, 
but  pure  neceflity,  forced  him  to  feek  fettle- 
ments  out  of  his  own  country,  and  that  if  he 
could  have  enjoyed  as  much  liberty  in  Eng- 
land, as  the  Hugenots  did  in   France,  or  the 

•  SeeDodtVoL  z,f,  320.    One  of  thcfe,  Woodhoufe,^* 
was  a  pricft  pf  Qneen  Mary's  reign;  another.  Dr.  Storey, 
ji  layman,  who  had  diftinguifhcd  himfclf,'  by  his  zeal,'  at 
the  fame  period. 

Chriftiana 


t    >83    ] 

Cbriftians  did  amongft  the  Turks,  "  they 
"  never  would  have  had  fuch  colleges  or  fe- 
"  minaries  in  other  princes  dominions*.** 
The  layman  **  cannot  admit  that  he  is  under 
,5*  any  obligation  to  thofe  men  for  procuring 
."  the  foundation  of  foreign  feminariest." 
I  cannot  anfwer  this  paflage  without  knowing 
■whether  this  gentleman  conceives  the  prefer- 
vation  of  the  religion  he  profeffes,  to  have 
conferred  any  obligation  .upon  him :  mofl 
.certainly  this  religion  could  not  otherwife 
have  been  preferved.  At  the  period  we  are 
fpeaking  of,  the  catholic  clergy  •  of  Mary's 
jeign  were  reduced  to  about  thirty,  nor  was 
there  any  bifhop  of  that  defcription  then  alive, 
except  fuch  as  were  in  prifon,  does  then  the 
layman  mean  that  our  clergy  ought  to  have 
prefented  themfelves  to  Dr^  Parker  Archbi- 
Ihop  of  Canterbury,  and  to  the  prelates  confe- 
crated  by  him,  for  their  ordination  i*  If  he 
means  this,  why  does  not  he  tell  us  fo?  for 
iiioft  afluredly  there  were  no  other  perfons 
who  claimed  a  right  to  give  ordination  on  this 
fide  of  the  water.  In  the  fame  fpirit  he  adds, 
•*  that  though  the  univerfities  were  fhut  a- 
"  gain{l   catholics,  there  was  no  neceflity  to 

*  Apol.  cap.  I.    Mod.  Def.  fol,  ztzi^ 

i  Pref.  pages  x.  xi,  ,i  .;  .s.;  ,1  *  • 
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•*  fly  to  a  (Irange  land  for  educatibrt,  &s  tto 
•'  law  then  exifted  to  debar  the  catholics  from 
•*  educating  their  children  at  home."  I  fup- 
pofe  then  he  means,  that  the  inftruBors  Of 
futh  children,  and  the  children  therafelres, 
ought  to  have  complied  with  the  ftatute  made 
immediately  after  that  of  fupremacy  **  for  the 
"  uniformity  of  common  prayer,  and  fervice 
**  of  the  church,  and  adminiftration  of  the  fa- 
**  craments*.**  This  indeed  would  have  fu- 
perfeded  the  neceffity  of  having  clergy  of  out 
own  :  but  in  this  fuppofition  the  layman  ought 
to  have  fpoken  out. 

The  penal  laws  then,  which  are  ftill  upon 
record,  though  not  upon  our  ftatute  book, 
as  well  thofe  that  were  made  before  thd 
year  1573,  when  the  firft  miflionarics  camd 
over,  as  thofe  that  were  made  afterwards,  wilt 
fpeak  their  own  meaning,  and  the  hiftory  of 
thofe  faint-like  perfonages,  who  were  the  vic- 
tims of  thefe  laws,  proves,  that  it  was  for  the 
diftinftive  belief  and  pra6iices  of  the  catho- 
Kc  religion,  and  not  for  the  depofing  doftrine, 
«r  for  any  feditious  do6lrine  whatever,  that 
the  blood  of  fo  many  catholics,  both  of  the 
clergy  and  laity,  of  each  fex  ami  of  cvcrf 

*  I  Eta,  c*  s« 
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degree,  was   (pilt   by  the    laft   of   the  Tu- 
dors*. 

It  is  true  that  the  perfecutors,  in  imitation 
of  the  apoftate  Julian,  ufed  all  their  artifices 
to  obfcure  the  caufe  of  thefe  martyrs  death, 
by  t  alledging  that  they  fuffered,  not  on  ac- 
count of  their  religion,  but  for  treafon,  though 
it  was  plain  that  their  religion  was  their  only 
treafon  j  and,  in  the  fame  fpirit  as  they  pro- 
moted the  forgery  of  crimes,  and  of  the  proofs 
of  thofe  pretended  crimes  againft  the  moft  il- 
luftrious  of  the   catholic  fufferers,  the  much 


*  If  we  were  not,  by  this  tiire,  habituated  to  fuch 
bold  falfehoods,  we  fhould  ftart  with  furprize  at  hearing 
that  our  miflionaries  fuffered  on  account  of  the  depofing 
power,  not  for  their  religion,  and  that  Cardinal  Allen  in 
his  anfwer  to  Cecil  allows  as  much.  The  fad  is,  the  chief 
purport  of  the  Cardinal's  book  is  to  prove  precifely  the 
contrary  ;  which  he  does  by  unanfwerable  argun>ents  and 
undeniable  fads,  for  the  truth  of  which  he  appeals  to  all 
candid  proteftantsia  the  realm,  no  lefs  than  to  the  catho- 
lics. Some  paffages  of  this  work  are  to  be  met  with  in 
the  preface  to  the  Mcmeirs  ofMiJJionary  Priejis ;  but  a  more 
comprehenfive  abftraft  of  it  may  be  met  with  in  Dod,  vol. 
■  2./.  51,  by  thofe  who  cannot  have  recourfe  to  the  ori- 
ginal. 

+  "  Hoc  unum  apoftata  fludet,  vim  facere  &  feciffe  vi- 
**  deri  nolle — ut,  qui  Chrifto  moriebantur,  tanquam  fa- 
"  cinerofi  pledi  &  puniri  viderentur."  St.  Greg,  I<,'az. 
contra  y III. 

B  b  injured 
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injured  Mary  of  Scotland,  they  conjured  up 
plots  againft  thofe  of  inferior  degree;  and 
■when  thefe  were  too  barefaced  to  gain  cre- 
dit, they  then  bethought  themfelves  of  that 
happy  expedient,  which  the  layman  fo  much 
approves  of,  for  extorting  from  them,  con- 
trary to  natural  juftice,  and  without  any  pre- 
text of  law,  their  private  opinions  upon  a  num- 
ber of  particular  fads,  or  of  fpeculative  tenets, 
totally  indifferent  to  that  immediate  duty  of 
allegiance,  which  one  and  all  of  them  profeffcd 
and  were  ready  to  perform  to  their  fovereign 
and  country.  Thefe  are  the  famous  fix  arti- 
cles, which  the  layman  fpeaks  of  with  fo  much 
approbation;  as  being  intended  "  to  diftin- 
**  guifh  between  the  loyal  catholic  and  the 
"  abettor  of  dangerous  principles*:"  and  yet 
he  complains  of  "  the  cruelty  of  involving 
**  in  the  fame  general  profcription  the  loyal 
"  as  well  as  the  feditious  catholict."  The 
fa6l  is,  they  were  only  a  cloak  to  hide  the 
odium  of  religious  perfecution.  For  neither 
were  thofe  catholics,  who  gave,  what  the  lay- 
man calls  loyal  anfwers,  upon  points,  on  which 
every  man  was  at  liberty  to  judge  for  himfelf. 


•  F-  Ohf.p,  100*    Ibid.  /.  133. 
+  IbU. 
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faved  from  the  penalties  of  treafon,  unlefs 
they  confented  to  go  to  the  eftablifhed  fervice, 
nor  was  any  queftion  afked  about  the  depo- 
pofing  power,  either  by  Pope  or  people,  of 
thofe  who  confented  to  comply  with  this  forced 
a6l  of  conformity;  but  their  lives  and  their 
liberty  were  immediately  granted  them*. 
The  layman  reprefents  Pius  V.  as  procuring 
the  foundation  of  Douay  college,  in  order  to 
fupport  that  depofition,  which  he  had  pronoun- 
ced againll  Elizabeth,  and  he  every  where  re- 
prefents this  and  the  other  eftablifliments  as 
the  fources  from  whence  the  do6lrine  in  que- 
ftion flowed  into  this  country.  But  the  two 
events  in  queftion  followed  one  another  fo 
clofely  that  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  eftablifh- 
ment  in  queftion  was  fo  much  as  known  at 
Rome,  when  the  bull  was  iff'ued,  moft  certain- 
ly no  fupport  was  then  afforded  it  from  that 
quarter,  nor  indeed  for  fome  years  after- 
wards. 

The  layman  has  performed  a  courfe  of 
iludies  in  one  of  the  filiations  of  the  eftablifh- 
ment  in  queftion,  and  he  is  fond  of  turning 
over -old  records.    Has  he  then  difcovered  any 

J  See  this  demonft rated  by  Dr.  Patdnfon,  phyfician  to 
Charles  I.  in  his  Jerujalem  and  BaheU 
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traces  of  regulations  or  inftitutions  by  which 
thefe  foreign  feminaries  might  anfwer  their 
fuppofed  purpofe  of  teaching  the  depofing 
doftrine  ?  The  fa6l  is,  and  let  the  layman  blufh 
at  the  mention  of  it,  the  depofing  do6lrine  at 
that  time  was  taught  in  every  other  place  of 
theological  education,  that  we  can  hear  of, 
except  in  thefe  very  feminaries*.  So  far 
from  being  the  inventors  or  the  apoftles  of  the 
depofing  doftrine  here  in  England,  they  were 
rather  the  means  of  flopping  its  progrefs.     Wc 

*  The  founder  of  our  feminaries,  in  that  very  book 
which  the  layman  quotes,  giving  an  account  of  the  courfe 
of  ftudies  followed  in  them,  teftifies  as  follows,  "  The 
•*  governors  of  the  {Indents  always,  of  purpofe,  prohi- 
*•  biting,  and  as  much  as  in  fuch  number,  of  all  forts 
•*  could  be,  providing,  that,  in  the  courfe  of  our  fchool 
**  queftions  and  controverfies  concerning  the  Pope's  prc- 
"  eminence,  no  matter  of  depriving  or  excommunicating 
*'  princes  Ihould  be  difputed ;  no  not  fo  much  as  in  ge- 
"  neralitics,  and  much  lefs  the  particularizing  of  any 
"  point  in  our  Queen's  cafe.  Which  matter,  notwith- 
•*  ftanding  it  be  determinable  by  divinity,  and  do  come 
"  in  courfe  to  be  handled  in  the  fchools,  as  other  que- 
•*  ftionj  do  :  yet  becaufe  it  is  incident  to  matters  of  ftatq 
*'  (as  now  our  country  mod  unfortunately  ftandeth)  and 
"  confequently  might  be  interpreted,  by  the  fufpicions 
'*  to  be  meant  of  her,  whofe  cafe  men  liked  lead  to  dcat 
**  in;  itwas  thought  bell  to  pa  fs  over  all  in  filcncc,"  Anftijert 
to  Burleigh,  /,  64, 

aU 
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all  know  that  it  had  been  fupportcd,  both  in 
fpeculation  and  practice,  before  the  time  of  the 
miflionaries*,  but  they  neither  ftudied  it  in 
their  regular  courfe  of  theology  abroad,  nor 
ever  opened  their  lips  about  it,  after  their  re- 
turn into  England,  unlefs  when  abfolutely 
forced  by  the  malice  of  their  perfecutors:  on 
which  occafions  they  gave  various  anfwers, 
according  to  their  different  opinions,  on  this 
controverted  point.  Nay,  what  is  more,  they 
had  pofitive  diredions  and  orders  from  their 
refpeflive  fuperiors,  and  from  Rome  itfelf, 
not  to  intermeddle  with  thefe  queftions,  or 
with  any  other  political  fubje6l,  but  to  confine 
themfelves  to  their  fpiritual  duties  and  to  the 

*  There  cannot  be  the  fhadow  of  a  doubt,  but  that 
the  divines  of  Queen  Mary's  days,  as  well  as  thofe  of 
more  ancient  date  embraced  the  prevailing  opinion  of  the 
times,  which  was  almoft  univerfal  in  favor  of  the  indircfl 
power.  Our  moft  famous  theologians  wcfe  all  oo  that 
fide  of  the  queftion.  from  Alexander  Hales,  Ocham  and 
Waldenfis  down  t©  Sanders  and  Briflow.  Our  lay  barons 
jeduced  this  theory'to  practice  on  different  occafions.  On 
the  other  hand  Dr.Collier  lellsus,f.  2./.  559,  **Thatthc 
Englifh  divines  at  Rheimspublifhcd  a  paftoral  addreffcdto 
the  catholics  in  England,  in  which  they  exhorted  them 
not  to  difturb  government,  telling  them  that  prayers  and 
tears  were  the  only  juftifiable  remedy  for  »  chyiftian  fub- 

Talvsition 
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lalvation  of  fouls*.  We  have  the  correfpon- 
dence,  in  More's  hiftory,  of  the  great  Cam- 
pion with  the  General  of  the  Jcfuits,  we  have 
innumerable  other  documents  of  the  fame 
nature,  but  though  we  have  abundant  proofs 
of  the  zeal  and  piety  of  thefe  truly  apoftoli- 
cal  men,  there  is  not  one  word  that  even  the 
malicious  ingenuity  of  the  layman  can  torture 
into  treafon,  or  into  any  avowal  of  the  depo- 
£ng  powert.      In  all    that  turbulent  reign, 

•  The  illuftrious  author,  abore  quoted,  fays,  he  hat 
••  authentic  records  in  his  hands  to  Ihcw,  that  neither 
•'  the  fathers  of  the  fociety  (an  exprefs  claufe  being  in 
•*  their  inftruftions  of  the  miffion,  that  they  deal  not  in 
••  matters  of  ftate,  which  is  to  be  ftiewn  in  their  late  Gc- 
«*  neral'shand)  nor  the  prieftsof  the  fenainaries  or  others, 
••  have  any  commiffion  or  direftion,  inftruftion  or  infi- 
•*  nuation  from  his  Holinefs,  or  any  other  their  fupcrior, 
"  to  move  fedition,  or  to  deal  againft  the  ftate  or  tem- 
♦*  poral  government :  but  only,  by  their  funftions,  to  do 
♦'  fuch  duties  as  be  requifite  for  chriftian  mens  fouls ; 
•*  which  confift  in  preaching,  teaching,  catechizing, 
♦*  miniftering  the  facraments,  and  the  like."  Apol^  foU 
<ji,  See»lfo/o/.  73,yf. — F.  Campion,  in  his  letter  to 
the  Privy  Council,  afferts,  that  "  he  came  to  England 
»•  to  preach  and  adminifter  the  facraments,  that  he 
♦*  thought  of  nothing  elfe,  and  that  he  was  exprefsly 
♦•  forbidden  to  intermeddle  with  any  thing  elfe,"  Sep 
fli/ioria  Mori,  /.  74. 

+  Sec  Morui  Hiji*  Soc,    Dod,     Cballoner^ 
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when  the  temptations  to  rebellion  were  fo 
frequent,  and  the  provocations  to  it  fo  great^ 
but  two  priefts  were  attainted  of  that  guilt : 
the  firft  was  old  Parfon  Plumptree,  one  of 
Queen  Mary*s  priefts,  for  abetting  the  Earl 
of  Weftmorland's  infurreftion,  the  other  was 
Ballard  a  feminary  prieft,  for  being  privy  to 
an  attempt,  which  the  prefent  age  will  readily 
forgive,  that  of  fetting  at  liberty  the  Queen 
of  Scots.  —  The  firft  miffionaries  were  not 
barely  guiltlefs  of  treafon,  they,  in  common 
with  the  reft  of  the  catholic  body,  chearfully 
performed  every  duty  of  loyalty,  notwith- 
ftanding  the  bull  of  Pius  V.  *  which  was  ifliied 
contrary  to  the  wiflies  of  Allen  and  the  firft 
Jefuits,  and,  at  their  requeft,  was  virtually  re- 
called, by  the  fucceeding  pontiff  Gregory 
XIII.  I  cannot  forbear  tranfcribing  a  fejiw 
words  from  the  illuftrious  writer  I  have  juft 
mentioned.  "  Let  our  chriftian  brethren,** 
he  fays,  "  of  all  nations  judge  of  the  caufes, 
"  means  and  meafure  of  our  calamities.  Wc 
**  never  procured  our  Queen's  excommuni- 
**  cation,  we  have  fought  the  mitigation  there- 
**  of,  we  have  done  our  allegiance,  notwith- 
"  ftanding ;  we  have  anfwered  when  we  were 


*  Sec  D«4,<u9U  «,/.  18. 
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•  forced  linto  it,  \v'n\i  fuch  humility,  and  fe-<' 
•*  fpeCl  to  her  Majefty  and  council  as  you  fee  ; 
•*  no  man  can  charge  us  of  any  attempt  againft 
"  the  realm  or  prince's  perfon*." 

But  what,  it  will  be  afked,  can  be  faid  to 
thofe  paffagesof  the  Cardinal's  writings  which' 
the  layman  has  produced  in  favor  of  the  de- 
pofing  powert  ?  I  anfw.er  firft,  that  they  are" 
fhamefully  mifapplicd  by  the  quoler,  who  re- 
prefents  them  as  praQical  doftriries,  particu- 
larly pointed  againft  Queen  Elizabeth,  and  in- 
culcE^ted  by  the  Cardinal  to  the  miffionaries, 
and  through  them  to  the  Catholics  in  general, 
in  order  to  rendei  them  difaffefted  to  govern- 
•jaentj.     Whereas,  in  fa6t,   he  only  treats  of 

the 

'■'^  'Anfwcr  to  Burleigh,  p.  70. 

4  It  is  proper  to  obferve,  that  the  Cardinal  exprefsljr 
teaches,  in  his  anfwcr  to  Cecil,  that  though  he  defends 
the  abftraft  depofing  power,he  only  defends  it  as  "  a  mere 
*•  theological  conclufion,  which  the  adverfaries  them- 
*'  felveis  know  is  difputed  pro  and  con  in  the  fchools." 

+  This  is  particularly  applicable  to  the  Cardinal's  let- 
ter concerning  the  furrcnder  of  Deventer.  It  is  a  moft 
Ihameful  fraud  to  reprefent  the  dodrines  contained  in  it, 
as  thofe  which  he  inculcated  to  the  ferainary  priefts  and 
to  the  Catholics  in  general.  The  faft  is,  he  had  thea 
given  up  the  prefidency  of  his  college,  and  was  become 
iheJiaUualiaed  fubjeA  of  anoUi^r  ftatc,  at  which  time 

hting 
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the  general  abftraft  propofition,  whether  in 
any  cafe  whatfoever  it  be  lawful  for  the  Pope 
to  depofe  princes,  and  he  enters  upon  it,  not 
by  choice,  but  by  way  bf  anfwer  to  Cecil, 
who  reproached  the  catholic  martyrs  with 
treafon,  in  confequence  of  fomc  of  them  refu- 
iing  to  renounce  the  geYieral  do6lrine,  wheri 
forced  to  fpeak  to  the  pointy  at  the  fame  time 
that  they,  one  and  all,  with  their  laft  breathy 
acknowledged  the  Queen's  title,  in  oppofi- 
tion  to  thepapal  cenfure.  I  muft  alfo obferve 
that  he  ufhers  in  his  difquitition  on  this  fub- 
jed^  as  the  layman  mull  have  feen,  with  a  fo- 

being  confulted  on  an  intricate  cafe  of  confcience,  he  de- 
cided according  to  the  opinions  in  politics  and  religion, 
which  were  received  and  approved  of  in  the  country  ia 
which  he  livedo  The  letter  in  queftion  appears  to  have  been 
printed  without  his  privity,  as  it  made  its  firft  appearance 
at  Cracow  in  Poland,  when  the  author  himfelf  was  refid- 
ing  at  Rome.  The  cafe  of  Sir  William  Stanley,  Colonels* 
York  and  Wingfield,  and  of  feveral  other  Englifhmen, 
who,  about  the  fame  time,  gave  up  the  places-they  com- 
manded in  the  Low  Countries,  from  a  convidion,  that  it 
was  not  ajuft  war  but  a  rebellion  they  were  engaged  to 
fupport,  was  of  a  peculiar  nature,  and  fuch  as  no  way 
concerned  the  Catholics  in  England.  It  is  well  known 
that  Elizabeth,  who  was  fo  jealous  of  her  authority  at 
home,  fpent  her  life  in  fomenting  rebellions  in  the  neigh- 
bouring Hates  of  Scotland,  France  and  the  Low  Coun- 
tries. 

C  c  lemn 
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lemn  call  upon  the  reader  *'  to  remember,  as 
"  we,"  fay  he, '"eftfoons  do  proteft  and  avow 
"  before  God  (feeing  we  are  now  enforced  to 
"  treat  of  thefe  affairs)  that  whatfoever  we 
"  have  faid,  or  Ihall  fay,  in  this  our  defence 
**  or  remonflrancp,  touching  the  former  arti- 
**  cles  and  demands  about  the  bull,  neither 
**  hath,  nor  fliall  be  by  us,  any  wife  fpoken, 
"  meant  or  applied  againft  our  natural  prin- 
"  cefs  or  country  *."  In  a  part  alfo  of  one 
of  the  layman's  own  pafl'ages,  he  pofitively 
refufes  to  enter  into  any  difpute  about  the 
particular  cafe  of  the  queen,  the  mode  of  de- 
fending which  he  there  points  out,  but  only 
afferts  in  general  that  "  the  Pope  may,  in 
*'  fome  cafes,  excommunicate,  and,  in  fome 
**  cafes,  deprive,  and,  in  many  refpe6ls,  fight 
**  and  wage  war  for  religion  t." 

As  to  F.  Parfons  J,  in  his  neat  and  vi6lo- 
rious  treatife,  under  the  name  of  Philopater, 

againd 

*  Ibid.  p.  78. 

+  F.  Ob/,  p.  11$. 

t  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  Dr.  Staplcton,  who  was 
a  divine  and  beneficed  clergyman  of  Queen  Mary's  reign, 
admitting  the  work,  linder  the  name  of  Rofleus,  to  be  his, 
F.  Oh/.  />,  iiS.  but  I  muft  have  a  ftronger  proof  than  the 
quotation  of  the  compiler  of  Blacknuall s  Examination  to 
imakc  me  fet  afide  that  of  the  laborious  and  accurate  Dod 
in  his  account  of  the  doftor's  writings,     Befides  this  very 

compiler 
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againft  Lord  Burleigh,  the  fuppofed  author 
of  ^  new  penal  law  in  1591,  what  does  he 
fay  more  than  what  was  the  prevailing 
do£lrine  of  the  times,  amongft  proteftants  * 
no  kfs  than  amongft  catholics,  amongft 
princes  no  lefs  than  amongft  fubje8s,  and 
which  had  even  been  frequently  reforted  to 
in  practice,  fince  the  reformation,  namely, 
that  religious  perfecution  is  the  worft  kind  of 
tyranny,  and  that  to  overturn  the  religion 
which  Chrift  is  fuppofed  to  have  eftabliftied, 
and  which  the  country  has  adopted,  is  one  of 
thofe  caufes  which  juftifies  refiftance  on  the 
part  of  the  fubjeft,  and  authorizes  the  paftors 
to  declare  in  favor  of  fuch  refiftance.  For 
what,  after  all,  was  that  depofing-power,  with 
the  mention  of  which  we  are  fo  much  ftunned, 
and  the  afferiing  of  which  is  fuppofed  to  be 
fuch  a  heavy  charge  againft  our  early  divines  ? 
Did  thefe  learned  men  afcribe  to  the  Pope  a 
proper,  civil,  or   temporal   authority  in    the 

compiler,  in  another  place,  /.  100.  after  afcribing  this 
work  to  Reynolds,  in  conjunftion  with  Stapleton,  doubts 
whether  either  of  them  had  a  hand  in  it. 

*  It  is  well  known  that  Luther,  Calvin,  Beza,  Good- 
man, Gilby,  with  all  the  Scotch  and  French  proteftants, 
and  indeed  all  the  Englifh,  within  the  laft  century,  have 
juftilied  refinance,  in  fome  cafes,  to  religious  oppreffion. 

C  c  2  king- 
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kingdoms  of  other  princes  ?  This  i$  what 
proteftants  and  ill-inftrufted  and  prejudiced 
catholics  fuppofe ;  a  fuppofition  which  the 
layman  ever  encourages.  But  this  is  a  grofs 
error.  For  Allen,  and  Kellifon,  and  San*, 
ders,  and  every  other  writer  worth  mention- 
ing exprefsly  teach,  in  conformity  with  the 
great  champion  of  the  Pope  Bellarmin,  that 
the  kingdom  of  Chrift  is  not  of  this  world, 
and  that  "  it  is  a  common  right  of  all  abfo- 
"  lute  princes  to  acknowledge  no  fuperior*." 
Do  they  fay  that  the  Pope  could,  at  his  plea- 
fure,  in  any  capacity  whatfoevcr,  interfere 
in  the  temporal  concerns  of  princes  or  dates, 
or  that  any  petty  or  doubtful  oppreflion  of  reli- 
gion authorized  him,  in  quality  of  its  protec- 
tor, to  make  ufc  of  this  interference ;  or  that, 
in  any  particular  inftance  whatfoever,  the  fen- 
tence  of  the  Pope  was  conclufive  and  bind- 
ing?— By  no  means. — Why,  what  then  did 
they  fay,  except  what   all  Proteftants  have 

•  In  the  fubfequent  paffjige  the  author  requires  th? 
following  condition  in  order  to  juftify  infmredion: 
*'  Cum  crimen  (principis)  in  propatulo  eft,  ac perkulum 
**  reipublkte  inmanifejio :  maxinic  vcro  CHiniam  cum  rc< 
*'  jam  ab  ccclcfia  ac  fupremo  ejus  modcratorc  Pontifice 
**  R.  judicata  eft,"  P.  12,     Bel.  de  Rovt,  Foot.  /.  5, 

faid, 
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faid,  and  what  follows  from  tlie  layman's  • 
own  principles,  viz  that  a  manifeft  grievom 
perfecution  of  the  community,  for  confcience 
fake,  is  an, intolerable  a^  of  tyranny?  The 
whole  difference  is  that  the  catholics  of  thofc 

*  The  layman  teaches,  2  Let.  f.  i;g,  that  **  vvhen- 
'*  ever  any  confiderable    inconveniencies    are   felt   by 
*'  the  people,  in  confequence  of  the  laws  enafted,  they 
*'  have   an  pndoubted  right  to   require  their  abolitioa 
•'  or  alteration."     Npw  I  have  only  to  aflc  whether  the 
changing  of  an  eftablifhed  religion,  or  perfecution  for  con- 
fcience, be  not  a  conJiderabU  incoifvenience  ? — I  (hall  quote 
one  more  paiTage  to  which  I  fee  the  layman's  name  afHx^ 
ed.     Firji  Blue  Book,  p.  6.  **  If  one  ftate  were  to  exercife 
^'  undue  fovereignty  over  the  other — if  the  government 
**  of  a  ftate  were  tyrannical  and  unjuft — are  not  thefe 
*'  fubjeft  to  the  fpi ritual  power  of  the  church  ...  to  her 
**  cenfures  ?"    What  more  would  any  Roman  courtier 
wilh,  to  eftablifli  the  Pope's  indired  power  in  all  cafes, 
civil  no  lefs  than  ecclefiaftical,  than  this  conceffion  ?•— 
for  it  is  plain  that  the  paftors  of  the  church  cannot  be  aw- 
thorized  to  pro7iounce  their  fpiritual  cenfures  in  the  cafes 
fuppofed,  without  being  authorized  to  judge  and  decide  upon 
their  injufticc  or  unlawfulnefs.    Now  certainly  nothing 
that  is  unjuft  or  unlawful  is  binding  upon  the  confcience, 
I  need  not  purfue  the  confequences  any  further,  but  fhall 
only  remark  that  in  all  I  have  faid  with  refpeft  to  the 
ireafoning  of  the  layman,  and  that  of  the  defenders  of  the 
indirei^  power,  I  have  only  argued  on  their  refpediv* 
grounds,  without  confidering  myfelf  as  bound  to  any  con- 
fequences but  thofc  which  follow  from  my  creed  and 
from  my  oath, 

times. 
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times,  inftead  of  deciding  for  themfelves,  on 
fo  important  and  confcientious  a  bufinefs,  as 
Protertants  in  general  claimed  a  right  to  do, 
only  then  judged  the  cafe  lawful,  when  an  im- 
partial and  equitable  arbiter,  the  ecclefiaftical 
fuperior  decided  that  it  was  fo,  as  Cardinal 
Allen  argues  in  his  anfwer  to  Cecil. — It  is 
true  that  at  the  time  we  are  fpeaking  of,  how- 
ever plaufible  this  reafoning  might  be,  with 
refpeft  to  other  proteftants,  it  was  not  admit- 
ted by  the  church  of  England,  which  then 
held  the  moft  exalted  notions  of  the  divine 
light  of  princes,  and  of  the  unlawfulnefs  of 
Tcfiftance  in  any  cafe  whatfoever:  but  the  re- 
volution has  wrought  as  great  change  in  this 
tenet  as  it  has  done  in  the  conftitution,  and  it 
is  now  permitted,  even  in  England,  to  fuppofe 
a  cafe  when  religion  may  furnifh  a  juft  pre- 
text for  altering  the  fettlement. 

KING  JAMES'S  OATH   OF   ALLEGIANCE. 

This  my  adverfary  direQly  maintains 
•*  "was  propofed  to  diftinguifh  between  the 
"  loyal  catholic,  and  the  abettor  of  dangerous 
•*  dodrines*."     In    this    point   he   direftly 


♦  F,  Ob/,  /.  133. 

contra- 
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contradifls  Dod,  Bofluet,  Challoner,  and  other 
honeft  and  refpefted  writers,  who  prove,  as  I 
have  already  fhewn,  that  it  was  drawn  up  by 
the  perfecuting  Bancroft  and  the  apoftate  Per- 
kins, for  the  exprefs  purpofe  of  dividing  and 
perplexing  the  catholics,  who  were  known  to 
be  as  loyal  as  they  were  confcientious,  and  to 
ferve  as  a  cloak  for  that  exulcerated  fpirit  of 
intolerance,  which  was  never  more  prevalent 
than  at  the  time  we  are  fpeaking  of  *.  The 
layman  indeed  contradicts  the  above-men- 
tioned writers,  but  he  is  unable  to  produce 


•  The  following  paflage  from  Dr.  Kellifon's  Eplftlc 
to  the  Catholics,  prefixed  to  his  Right  of  the  Prelate  and 
the  Prince,  is  a  ftrong  confirmation  of  the  above  remark. 
His  words  are,  /.  22.  **  The  pcrfecutor,  who  propofethi 
•*  this  oath,  not  feeking  fo  much  the  prince's  fccuritj, 
**  as  the  moleftation  of  your  confciences,  and  the  pillage 
"  of  your  goods,  would  not,  though  you  fliould  accept 
**  of  the  oath,  furceafe  therefore  from  perfecution ;  but 
"  if  he  could  not,  by  this  means,  moleft  your  confciences 
'*  and  ruin  your  eftates,  he  would  try  other  means,  as  to 
**  compel  you  to  their  churches,  or  profane  communion, 
**  And  this  you  may  gather  by  the  forrow  he  (hewed, 
**  when,  in  the  beginning,  fo  many  of  you  yielded  to 
**  take  the  oath,  and  by  this  alfo,  that  many,  who  have 
'*  taken  the  oath,  cannot  fo  free  themfelves  from  molef- 
"  tation,  becaufe  nothing  but  your  goods  and  miferies 
**  can  fatisfy  the  unfatiablc  cruelty  of  bloody  pcrfecu- 
"  tors.'* 

the 
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ttieftadow  of  an  argument  againfl  them.  Irt 
£a6l,  if  the  fecui  ity  of  the  ftate  from  the  eife6ls 
of  dangerous  maxims  were  the  real  reafon  for 
propofing  the  oath,  why  were  the  catholics 
fingled  out  to  undergo  this  confcientious  in* 
quifition  ?  There  was  evidently  ten  times 
more  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  the 
do61rine  of  popular  than  from  that  of  papal 
depofition,  James's  mother  had  lately  fallen 
a  victim  to  it,  as  his  fon  did  afterwards,  yet 
were  not  either  the  Scotch  Calvinifts,  who 
began  to  cover  the  land,  like  locufts,  nor  the 
Englifli  Puritans,  nor  thofeapoftles  of  anarchy, 
the  foreign  Anabaptifts,  called  upon  to  re- 
nounce their  well  known  tenets  of  depofing 
kings  and  overturning  dates,  which  they  fo 
often  reduced  to  praQice?  Again,  if  the 
mere  fecurity  of  the  ftate  was  the  objeft  fought 
for,  why  was  not  the  oath  framed  in  concert 
with  our.ecclefiaftical  fuperiors  and  divines, 
as  was  done  on  a  late  occafion  ?  Why  were 
fo  many  ambiguous,  captious  claufes,  as  we 
fhall  foon  fee,  interwoven  in  it  ? —  I  have 
proved  that  fome  of  our  martyrs,  who  had 
fubfcribed  "  that  they  would  obey  Queen 
**  Elizabeth  in  fpight  of  any  papal  excommu- 
•*  nication  or  depofition  whatfoever,"  never- 
thelefs  refufed  to  fave  their  lives  by  taking 

this 
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this  oath  in  favor  of  James,  whofe  title  was  fo 
much  better*.  I  have  fhewn  that  the  moft 
illuftrious  of  our  lay-catholics,  in  the  reign  of 
Charles  II.  abfolutely  gave  up  the  depofing 
power,  and  yet  refufed,  on  the  fcafFold,  to 
which  they  were  brought  by  the  favage  bi- 
gotry of  the  times,  to  take  the  oath  in  quef- 
tiont.  I  have  referred  to  a  fhort,  clear,  and 
accurate  ftatement  of  the  principal  difficulty 
that  occurred  in  the  oath,  made  by  a  catholic 
clergyman  to  the  bifhop  of  London,  in  a  book 
which  is  in  every  body's  hands  J,  by  which  it 
is  unanfwerably  demonftrated  that  even  the 
greateft  enemies  of  the  depofing  do6lrine 
could  not  take  this  oath  without  incurring  the 
guilt  of  perjury.  Still  however  the  layman 
perfifts  in  reprefenting  it  as  an  unexception- 
able tefl  of  loyalty,  and  delights  in  repeating 
all  his  malignant  and  fcandalous  charges  a- 

•  D.  R,  p.  97. 

+  See  this  proved  on  the  credit  of  Boffuet,  with 
refped  to  Lord  StafFord  and  Mr.  Langhorne.  Jhid.  p. 
102.  Burnet  teftiiies  the  fame  concerning  the  five  Jefuits, 
who  were  executed  in  confequence  of  the  infamous 
Oates's  plot.     See  vol.  i .  p.  465. 

X  See  the  interefting  dialogue  concerning  the  oath, 
between  John  Almond,  a  miflionary  prieft,  and  the  Bi- 
(hop  of  London.  Mif,  Pr.  1;.  2.  /,  76.  See  alfo  his 
objeftions  to  the  oath.    P.  82. 

D  d  gaind 
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gainft  the  memoTy  of  our  learned  and  confci- 
cntious  predcccflbrs,  whom  he  ftyles  violators 
of  the  firjl  lam  of  their  country  *,  and  vi&ims 
Jlaughtered  to  papal  ambition  t. 

It  is  not .  neceirary  to  follow  the  layman 
through  all  his  long-winded  declamation  on 
the  prefent  fubjeft,  but  as  he  has  pompoufly 
brought  forward  the  text  itfelf  of  the  oath,  I 
undertake,  by  an  adual  examination  of  it, 
and  by  arguments  drawn  from  that  excellent 
author^  as  the  layman  terms  Dr.  Kellifon,  con^ 
trafted  with  thofe  of  his  favorite  writer,  Pref- 
ton,  alias  Widdrington,  to  prove  that,  leaving 
the  depofing  power  itfelf  out  of  the  queftion. 
King  James's  oath  was,  is,  and  always  will  be 
utterly  inadmiffable,  on  catholic  grounds, 
sdly,  That  the  layman,  in  having  near  a  do^ 
zen  times  afferted  that  the  catholics  have  ta- 
ken this  very  oath,  has  fo  many  times  egregi- 
oufly  impofed  upon  the  unfufpe6ling  public, 
gdly.  That  he  has  equally  and  as  frequently 
impofed  upon  them  in  maintaining  that  the 
Pope  aftually  condemned  the  denial  of  the 
depofing  power  as  "  being  contrary  to  faith  and 
"  the  hopes  of  falvation,*'  and  as  requiring  the 
avowal  of  this  power,  as  a  condition  of  com- 

•  z  Let.  p.  Ixii. 
S  Ihii,  Ixv, 

municating 
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municating  with  him.  Laftly,  That  Wid- 
driirgton  and  Blackwell,  the  only  men  of  note 
who  defended  the  oath,  inftead  of  preferving 
"  the  integrity  of  their  principles,"  evidently 
forfeited  them,  in  fo  doing,  and  were  guilfy 
of  the  moft  fhameful  prevarication  both  to 
government  and  to  the  church. 

The  layman  tells  us  that  "  the  oath,  when 
**  firft  produced,  was  generally  taken  by  many 
"  of  the  fecular  clergy,  of  the  Benediftines, 
"  and  of  the  lay-catholics."  Without  dwel- 
ling on  the  Cngularity  of  the  expreflion,  it 
does  not  appear  that  many,  or  that  any  catho- 
lics took  it,  until  they  were  fanflioned  in  fo 
doing  by  the  example  of  Blackwell  and  Pref- 
ton,  alias  Widdrington,  men  of  learning  and 
authority,  one  of  them  being  the  arch-prieft, 
the  other  fuperior  of  the  Benediftines  in  Eng- 
land. But  we  are  to  obferve  that  thefe  very 
men,  whilft  they  were  at  liberty,  condemned 
the  oath,  and  even  ftiffly  maintained  the  de- 
pofing  power.  The  account  which  Dr.  Kel- 
lifon  publilhed  at  the  time,  and  in  the  face  of 
the  jurors,  is  this:  "  It  is  well  known  to  ma- 
**  ny  that  Mr.  Blackwell,  whilft  he  was  at 
"  liberty,  was  fo  zealous  for  the  Pope's  au- 
"  thority  of  depofing,  that  he  thought  it  a 
'*  matter  of  faith.  And  I  have  heard  a  catho- 
D  d  2  «  lie 
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**  lie  gentleman  named,  who  vifiting  Mr* 
•*  Blackwell  in  prifon  faid  to  him;  Did  noi 
"  you  Mr.  B,  heretofore  tell  me  that  the  oath  of 
"  allegiance  was  in  no  cafe  lawful  ?  And  Wid- 
"  drington  himfelf  knoweth  that  in  a  certain 
"  conference  between  the  arch-prieft  and  o- 

"  ther  priefts, Widdrington  him- 

"  felf  was  zealous  for  this  the  Pope's  au- 
"  thority,  though,  after  his  iraprifonment, 
"  and  after  his  chief  Pallor's  briefs,  he  has 
"  changed  his  opinion.  Let  then  the  reader 
"  judge  of  what  authority  the  words  of  a  fear- 
"  ful  old  man,  then  a  prifoner  and  ftreightly 
**  examined,  are  ;  he  having  averred  the  con-. 
"  trary  when  at  liberty  ?  and  perchance  Wid- 
**  drington  himfelf,  who,  before  his  imprifon- 
"  ment,  was  fo  zealous  for  the  Pope's  autho- 
**  rity  and  againft  the  oath,  hath  now  not  fo 
"  much  changed  his  mind  as  his  tongue ;  and 
**  now  he  hath  begun,  he  thinks  he  mud  go 
"  forward*.'* 

The  queftion  is  here  about  thofe  points  of 
the  oath  of  allegiance,  excluiive  of  the  abju^ 

♦  Right  of  the  PreUti  and  the  Prhice,  id  edit,  f,  jS^. 
In  a  fubfequent  paflage,  f.  311.  he  teftifics  (and  he  muft 
be  allowed  to  have  had  the  beft  means  of  information) 
that  •♦  moft  who  take  the  oath  take  it  againft  their  con-. 
«*  fcicaccs,  &c," 

ration 
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ration  of  the  depofing  power,  which  prevented 
confcientious  catholics  from  taking  this  oath 
at  the  beginning  of  the  laft  century,  and  which 
will  equally  hold  good  to  the  end  of  the 
world  :  hence  I  have  no  occafion  to  mention 
thofe  objedions  which  were  grounded  on  the 
afTertion  of  this  fpeculative  tenet*,  nor  on  the 
fufpicions  and  prefumptions  of  the  catholics 
againft  the  oath,  at  its  appearance,  in  confe- 
quence  of  its  coming  out  in  fo  different  a 
fhape  from  any  other  oath  of  allegiance  that 
had  ever  before  been  known  in  this  or  any 
other  country  t,  and  from  finding  the  plain, 

honeft, 

*  I  call  It  fpeculative,  ift,  bccaufc,  amongft  the  very 
inftances  of  the  Pope's  afTuming  this  power,  in  the  csurfe 
of  fo  many  centuries,  no  one  occurs  of  his  having  de- 
pofed  a  prince,  who  had  never  adbially  belonged  to  his 
communion  ;  2dly,  and  becaufe  the  Pope's  declaration  of 
**  his  not  having  the  moft  diftant  idea  of  cenfuring  the 
**  king,  but  rather  of  treating  him  with  the  utmoft  rc- 
*'  fpeft  was  publickly  known."  See  Wid.  Difp.  Th. «.  56. 
3dly,  And  efpeclally  becaufe  the  loyalty  and  attachment 
of  catholics  to  Henry,  Edward  and  Elizabeth,  in  fpight 
of  bloody  perfecutions  on  the  part  of  government,  and  of 
cenfures  and  depofitions  on  the  part  of  the  Pope,  were 
confpicuous  to  the  world,  and  fuch  as  protcftants  at  no 
time  and  in  no  country  have  ever  imitated, 

*  Right.  \£c.  pp.  317,  318. — I  muft  add  from  this 
author,  /.  319,  the  remarkable  words  of  the  king  him- 
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honed,  and  fimple  oath  of  fidelity,  in  all  tem- 
poral matters,  which  they  printed  and  tenr 
dered  to  government,  reje6led*. 

To  come  now  to  the  examination.  One 
claufe  of  the  oath  runs  thus :  "I  A.  B.  do 
**  truly  teftify  in  my  confcience  before  God 
•*,...  that  the  Pope  neither  by  himfelf,  nor 
*•  by  any  authority  of  the  church,  or  fee  of 
"*  Rome,  or  by  any  other  means  -with  any  other, 
**  hath  any  power  or  authority  to  depofe  the 

"king or  to  authorize  any  foreign  prince 

"  to  annoy  him,  or  invade  his  countries^  (^c,**-— 
Now,  after  giving  up  the  depofing  power  itfelf 
entirely,  and  fuppreffing  much  other  ftrong 
reafoning  of  Kellifon  on  various  points  of 
this  page,  I  afk  how  any  confcientious  catho- 
lic could  then,  or  can  now  fwear,  that  a  fove- 
reign  prince,  like  the  Pope,  had,  or  has  no 

fe\£  In  parliament,  an.  1606,  "  Some  Jouhtt  have  been  con- 
••  ceived  in  ufing  the  oath  of  allegiance,  and  that  part  of 
••  the  aft  which  ordaineth  the  taking  thereof  is  thought 
••  fo  abfurd,  as  no  man  can  tell  who  ought  to  be  preffed 
•*  therewith.  For  I  myfelf,  when  upon  a  time  I  called 
••  the  judges  before  me,  at  their  going  to  their  courts, 
•*  moved  the  qiieftion  unto  them,  wherein,  as  I  thought, 
**  they  could  not  rcafonably  aafwer." 

*  I6>J.  p,  316. 

i:  A  large  Examination  of  Mr,  G,  B,  /.  Z<j»  &C* 
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power  or  authority,  either  by  himfelf,  nor  by 
any  of  his  vajfals^  fuch  as  the  Dukes  of  Urbino, 
Parraa,  and  Placentia,  were  then,  fuch  as  the 
Romans  fay  the  King  of  Naples  is  ftill,  to  in. 
vade  the  king's  territories,  or  even  to  annoy 
him  in  any  refpefl  ?  Who  can  fay  that  nei-, 
ther  Drake  nor  Raleigh,  nor  any  other  of  our, 
haughty  cruizers,  had  injured  the  Pope  or  any 
of  his  vaffals  ?  And  yet,  by  the  tenor  of  this 
oath,  the  Englifh  catholic  was  called  upon  to 
fwear  that  the  Pope  could  not  authorize  them 
to  ufe  reprifals,  or  even  to  defend  themfelves 
in  cafe  of  being  attacked.  In  fliort,  every  one 
muft  fee  that  the  oath  here  wanders  far  from 
the  duty  of  internal  allegiance,  into  the  ob- 
fcure  and  intricate  fcience  of  diplomatic  po- 
licy. 

2dly,  3dly,  and  4thly,  Although  on  the 
controverted  point  of  the  depofing  power  I 
take  the  negative  fide,  as  that  which  appears 
to  me  the  beft  fupported  by  argument,  and 
abjure  the  contrary  opinion,  am  I  therefore 
authorized  to  pronounce  upon  my  oath,  that 
the  aflertion  of  this  power  is  firft  ifnpious,  fe- 
condly  heretical,  and  thirdly  damnable  ? — Thefc 
ace  all  high  theological  qualiHcations  which 


•  2  Let,  f.  cviJ. 
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no  private  catholic,  without  inclining  to 
fchifm,  can  undertake  to  pronounce  upon  a 
controverted  point  on  the  ftrength  of  his  own 
private  judgment,  much  lefs  to  pronounce  up- 
on oath. — With  refpeQ  to  the  qualification 
of  heretical  *  in  particular,  as  applied  on  the 
prefent  occafion,  let  us  hear  a  celebrated 
do6lor  of  Paris,  who  fays  that  **  it  is  not  lefs 
"  a  herefy,  to  affert  that  any  point  is  of  faith, 
**  which  is  not  of  faith,  than  it  is  to  deny 
**  any  thing  to  be  of  faith  which  really  is  of 
«  faith  t.'* 

5rhly,  After  having  fwallowed  all  this,  the 
fwearer,  in  the  next  place,  is  required  to  pro- 
fefs  that  this  oath,  which  declares  a  certain 
controverted  point  to  be  impious^  heretical  and 
damnahk^  is  then  propofed  by  full  and  lawful 
authority,  when  it  is  propofed  by  the  civil  ma^ 
^ijlrate  only.  What  is  this  clfe  but  to  transfer 
the  decifion  of  impiety,  herefy  and  damnable 
do6lrine  from  the  church  to  the  legiflature  ? 
What  is  this  clfe,  than  to  renounce,  as  Bellar- 
min  complains,  the  effentiai  rights  of  the 
primacy  J  ? 

•  See  the  Tcftimonies  of  Challoncr  and  Dod  adduced! 

+  jfoannes  Major t  in  3  Sent,  dif.  37, 
X  £p{fi.  Card*  Bell,  ad  Q.  Bleckwell, 

Lallly, 
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Laftly,  II  was  evidently  downright  perju- 
ry for  any  well  inftru6led  catholic  to  fwear, 
in  the  words  of  the  oath,  "  all  ihefe  things  I 
"  do  plainly  and  (incerely  acknowledge  and 
•*  fwear,  according  to  the  exprefs  words  by  me 
•*  fpoken,  and  according  to  the  common  fenfc 
**  of  the  fame  words,  without  any  equivoca- 
**  tion  or  mental  evafion,  or  fecret  refervation 
**  whatfoever:**  when,  at  the  fame  time,  the 
abettors  of  the  oath  were  obliged  to  have  re- 
courfe  to  fuch  fcandalous  fubterfuges  and  fuch 
unfounded  explanations,  as  we  fliall  juft  now 
fee. 

It  is  falfe  then  to  affirm,  as  the  layman  has 
done,  in  fo  many  different  ways,  that  the  oath 
inqueftion  was  a  teft  "of  the  loyal  catholic;** 
ihat  the  catholic  clergy  in  James's  reign  felt 
it  their  " duty  to  take  the  oath*;"  and  that 
"  the  form  of  this  oath  was  unexception- 
**  ablet.**  On  the  contrary,  it  is  plain  that 
the  oath  could  neither  be  taken  formerly,  nor 
can  be  taken  now,  by  any  catholic  without 

*  2  Let.  p.  6g.  Much  the  fame  aflertion  occurs  in 
flic  Pfef.  to  F.  Obf.  except  that,  in  the  latter  paflage,  the 
laity  are  reprefented  as  impelled  by  duty  to  take  the  oath, 
from  doing  which  they  are  faid  to  have  been  prevented 
hy  a  majority  of  the  clergy. 

+  Ibid. 

E  e  preva-F 
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prevarication  and  perjury. — Heilcc,  adly,  it 
is  a  falfe  and  fcandalous  refleftion  on  the  ca- 
tholics of  the  prefent  times  to  affert,  as  the 
layman  has  done  on  various  occaGons,  that 
they  have  "  taken  the  oath  of  allegiance  which 
*'  he  (Widdrington)  defended  * ;"  for  not  one 
of  the  fix  weighty  objeftions  I  have  ftated  a- 
bove,  and  I  might  have  increafed  their  num- 
ber, is  to  be  met  with  in  that  oath,  which,  aC 
the  earned  requcft  of  our  bilhops  and  clergy, 
has  been  appointed  on  a  late  occaGon,  in  the 
place  of  one  which  was  much  more  fufpicious 
and  faulty  than  even  that  was,  which  difquict- 
ed  our  anceftors  during  the  laft  century, 
gdly,  The  layman  is  guilty  of  far  more  cry- 
ing and  pernicious  calumnies  againft  the  head 
of  the  church,  when  he  aflerts,  that  Pope  Paul 
"  once,  twice,  thrice  declared  that  an  oath  of 
•*  civil  allegiance  clafhed  with  faith  and  the 
"  hopes  of  falvationt,"  and  againft  the  cardi- 
nals when  he  reprefentsthem  as  "  apprehenfive 

•  Ibid.  p.  Ixi'ii.  See  alfo  firft  Blue  Book,  p,  14. 
•*  The  oath  condemned  by  Paul  V.  with  the  exception 
•'  of  theword  heretical,  has  been  taken  by  your  Lordlhip* 
"  ....  and  is  now  recommended  by  your  Lordlhip*.'* 
ad  B.  B.  p.  22,  &c. 

+  Ihid,  //,  lxi-v»  Ixii. 
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"  leaft  the  poi Ton  of  loyalty  and  fubmififion  to 
**  princes    might    contaminate    mankind  *,** 
and  fays,  "  they  told  the  catholics  to  go  to 
"  the  gallows  fooner  than  profefs  allegiance 
"  to  their  fovcrcign  t.'*     In   fa6l,   on  vhat 
ground  are  thefe  extragavant  afiertions  built? 
It  is  true  Pope   Paul  bad  declared  that  the 
oath  contained  many  things  contrary  to  faith  ani 
Jalvatio7iXi  but  he  did  not  fpecify  or  hint  which 
thefe  things  were§,  and  ibis  omiffionis  the  lay- 
man's grand  complaint  againft  him  ||.     No- 
thing has  he  to  alledge  in  his  defence,  except 
two  unfounded  inferences  of  his  own.     One 
is  that,  unlefs  we  admit  the  depofing  doftrine 
to  have  been  condemned  as  contrary  to  faith, 
it  could  not  be  faid  that  there  were  many  things 
in  the  oath  contrary  to  faith.     But  this  is  only 
a  proof  of  the  layman's  ignorance  both  of  his 
fubjeO:  and  of  the  writings,  in  which  this  fub- 
je6;  has  been  difcufled.     The  fecond  is,  that 
a  fubfequent  Pope  complained,  that  the  oath 
"  wreftcd  his  facred  fceptre  out  of  his  hand;'* 

*  IhiJ.  p.  Ix-vj, 
+  Ihid.  p.  6g. 

\.  See  the  brief  in  Collier ^  Apen, 
§  This  is  repeatedly  urged  by  Walfh  in  proof  that  tli« 
abjuration  of  the  depofing  power  Lad  never  been  con- 
demned by  the  Pope. 
Ij  Ibid,  p,  IxUi, 

E  e  2  which 
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which  is  clearly  to  be  undcrftood  of  an  inva-» 
fion  of  the  fpiritual  power;  as,  for  example, 
^hen  an  authority  is  attributed  to  a  civil  par* 
liament  of  deciding  upon  what  is  mpious^  here* 
tical,  and  damnable^  &c.  It  is  true  the  Ro- 
man divines,  like  raoft  others,  held  the  indi^ 
reQ;  power,  and  therefore  argued  in  confor- 
mity with  fuch  a  tenet,  but  they  only  held  it 
as  a  theological  conclufion,  not  as  an  article 
qF  catholic  faith;  as  I  have  proved  by  the 
teftimony  and  arguments  of  BoITuct,  referred 
to  in  my  laft  work  *.  This  I  may  further 
confirm  by  thofe  of  Blackwell  in  his  examina^ 
tion,  -who  maintains  that  the  Pope  never  has, 
and  never  will  decide  the  doelrine  in  quef- 
lion  to  be  an  article  of  faith  t,  and  of  other 

*  D.  R.  p.  1 01.  Boffuet  in  the  paffage  referred  to, 
Defenf.  Pr.  I.  4.  c,  25.  fays  that  the  reafon  why  the  Pop« 
did  not  particularize  that,  which  certainly  is  the  worft 
paffage  in  the  oath,  I  mean,  where  the  dcpofing  dodrinc 
is  fwom  to  be  heretical,  &c.  wac  becaufe  he  coiUd  not 
do  this  without  either  aflerting  or  condemning  the  doc- 
trine itfelf,  neither  of  which  he  thought  it  advifable  ta 
do. 

+  Blackwell  fays,  **  that,  in  his  judgment,  the  Pope 
**  never  will  determine  it  to  be  a  matter  of  faith  for  ca- 
♦*  tholics  to  believe,  that  he  hath  authority  to  depofe 

**  kings becaufe  hitherto,  when  it   might  have 

**  been  better  done  ,  ,  ,  it  h*tli  not  been  fo  defined." 
f,xamt  /.  89,  i^c, 

learned 
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learned  writers.  But  what  rupercedcs  the 
neceffity  of  all  this,  is  the  clear  confcffion  of 
the  layman  himfelf,  in  a  paflage  he  has  quoted 
from  a  fayorite  author,  and  which  he  thought 
was  fo  much  t<>  hispurpofe,  on  that  occafion,as 
to  print  it  in  Italics.  There,  after  producing 
the  declaration  of  Cardinal  Peron,  to  prove 
that  "the  do8rine  of  the  Pope's  power  to 
**  depofe  heretical  kings  ,  ,  .  is  only  prohle- 
**  matical;**  ....  he  goes  on  quoting  from 
the  fame  Cardinal,  **  t/i€  Pope  doth  tolerate  and 
*•  foffer  the  contrary  opinion  to  be  held,  fo  it  ht 
**  only  maintained  as  problematical  in  matters  of 
"  /aith ;  that  is^  fo  it  be  not  propofed  as  necejfary 
**  to  faith,  nor  the  oppojite  declared,  as  contrary 
^  to  the  word  of  God,  impious  and  deteJiableJ'* 
— Let  this  paffage  be  compared  with  the  ma- 
ny others  in  which  the  layman  afferts  that  the 
Popes  had  defined  the  depofing  doftrine,  and 
then  let  a  judgment  be  made  of  this  writer** 
confiftency  and  veracity. 

One  point  only  of  thofe  which  I  promifed 
to  Ihew  remains  for  difcuffion,  namely,  how 
far  that  "confcientious  catholic  t  and  loyal 

♦«  Englifh- 


•  It  is  remarkable  that  one  of  th«  tralu^  mentioned 
h«re  in  this  eulogium  of  a  catholic  prieil  and  BcnedidUne 

monk. 
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**  Englifiiman,"  Father  Prefton,  alias  WidJ 
dnngldn,  together  with  his  aflbciatc  Black* 
well,  is  intiiled  to  "  the  approbation  of  the 
•*  wife  and  the  good,  for  the  integrity  of  his 
•*  principles'*  in  defending  the  oath  in  quef- 
tio«i  *. 

It  is  not  to  be  forgotten  that  the  danger 
•which  the  ftate  was  fuppofed  to  be  in,  from 
the  belief  of  the. depofing  doQrine,  was  both 
the  pretence  of  perfecutors  for  framing  the 
oath  of  allegiance,  and  the  ground  on  which 
the  layman  has  vindicated  it.  Now  how  doer 
this  loyal  defender  of  the  oath,  Widdrington, 
enter  into  thefe  views  and  remove  the  alledg- 
cd  danger  ?  In  a  fecond  apology,  which  he 
wrote  in  vindication  of  his  firlt  famous  apolo- 
gy, he  begins  with  entreating  the  learned  rea- 
der, "  above  all  things,  to  remark  that  his  in- 
••  tention,'*  in  writing  about  the  dcpofing 
power,  "was  not,  as  many  people  imagined, 
••  to  refute  the  common  opinion  of  divines  in 

monk,  who  had  vowed  obedience  to  his  religious  fupcri- 
ors,  is  that  his  friend  was  apprehenfivc  leaft  "  h'u.  nauly 
•*  fpirit,"  indignant  at  the  tyranny  of  Rome,  "  fhould 
•*  carry  him  to  extremities  ....  whilft  the  eftablifhed 
•*  church  held  out  her  gratulations,  her  honors,  her 
««  emoluments."  t  Let.  /.  Uvii, 
*  ikid. 

"  favor 
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"*  favor  of  the  depofing  power,  as  being  mani-' 
**  fifi^yfilf^i  or  to  prove  the  contrary  opinion 
"  to  be  evidently  true,*  but  merely  to  vindi- 
cate the  latter  from  the  giiilt  of  herejy.  He 
repeats  the  fame  in  ftill  ftronger  words,  in  the 
next  paragraph,  and  he  even  fays  that  if  Bel- 
larmin  had  abftained  from  affixing  the  note  of 
herefy,  error,  or  grievous  fin  to  the  oppofite 
do^rinc,  he  never  would  have  had  Widdring- 
ton  for  his  opponent  *.  From  many  paffagca 
in  his  writings  it  appears  that  he  admitted  thai 
very  doSrinc  which  he  here  fpeaks  of  fo  pro- 
blematicallyt,  and  which  before  his  confine- 
ment he  had  defended  fo  ftiffly.  In  confor- 
mity with  the  doSrinc  of  a  divine,  whom  he 
quotes,  he  teaches  that,  "if  a  king  be  an  in- 
**  corrigible  heretic,  the  Pope  may,  through 
"  the  medium  of  the  people,  deprive  him  of 
**  his  crown,  namely  hy  excommunicating  all  his 
"  fubjeils  who  obey  him  J.'*  He  even  affirms, 
in  plain  terms,  that  "  the  church,  in  her  ex- 
"  treme  neceffity,  may  command  or  forbid  the 
**  ufe  of  the  material  fword\,"     Now  what 

*  Re/p.  Apol.  Cofmpoliy  A.  D,  i6i2. 
+  See  this  admitted,  i  Blue  Book,  /  4,  -       .       ., 

%  Di/p,  Theolg,  cap,  ^.fia.  3.  ''s:«-  Si.-' 

§  "  Poteft  ecclefia  ob  inftantem  fui  ipfius  ncceffita- 
**  tcin  prjecipere  vel  prohibere  ufuoj  gladii  materiali*." 

more 


more  than  tliis  have  the  warmefl:  defenders  of 
the  depofing  power  pleaded  for  ?  Moil  alTur- 
^dly  they  never  pretended  that  a  flight  injury 
to  the  rights  of  the  church  and  the  welfare  of 
fouls,  or  ioch  as  might  otherwife  be  remedied, 
authorized  the  paflors  to  fovnd  the  trumpet  of 
war,  and  command  the  aid  of  the  material 
fword. 

Let  any  one,  who  can,  now  Ihew  me  what 
fccurity  this  **  Loyal  Englifhman"  gave  to 
the  ftate,  more  than  thofc  who  refufed  to  take 
the  oath;  and  then  let  him  explain  to  me  how 
this  "  confcientious  catholic"  maintaining  the 
opinions  we  have  heard  from  him,  could  re- 
concile it  to  his  confcience  to  fwear  in  the 
words  of  the  oath  "  that  the  Pope , ...  by  no 
-**  authority  of  the  church  ....  can  authorizg 
••  any  foreign  prince  ....  to  annoy  the  king 
•*....  or  to  give  leave  to  any  of  his  fubjefts 
*•  to  bear  arms.  Sec.** — In  one  of  his  works, 
he  fays,  that  what  is  fworn,  in  the  oath,  is  not 
that  the  King  is  ike  lawful  fovereign,  and  that 
he  cannot  be  defpofedy  but  only,  that  the  party^ 
who  fwearSy  acknowledges  him  for  the  fovereign^ 
and  is  perjuaded^  that  he  cannot  he  depojcd**  Thus 
was  the  alledged  lecurity  of  the  prince  left 


•■  Djip,  Tbeolog,  cap,  2,  fcft.  u 
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to  every  turn  of  the  fwearer's  mind,  who,  not- 
withftanding  his  oath  one  day,  was  at  full  li- 
berty to  co-operate  in  the  depofition  of  his 
fovereign  the  next,  in  cafe  any  able  difputant 
fliould  fucceed  in  unfettling  him  in  his  belief 
of  what  he  had  fworn  to.  Befides,  this  anfwer 
is  of  no  fervice  to  Widdrington  himfelf,  who, 
on  various  occafions,  allows  the  depofing  doc- 
trine to  be  the  mo  ft  probable,  and,  in  the  above 
quoted  paflages,  abfolutely  maintains  it  for 
the  truth. — In  one  of  his  latter  works  he  has 
another  flight  for  getting  over  this  difficulty. 
He  fays,  that,  whatever  a  man's  opinion  might 
be  concerning  the  abftra6l  queftion,  whether 
the  Pope  could  or  could  not  depofe  princes, 
he  may  ftill  confcientioufly  take  the  oath,  be- 
caufe,  he  fays,  in  the  aftual  exifting  circum- 
ftances  the  Pope  could  not  ufe  that  power  if 
he  had  itt. — It  appears  alfo,  that  this  evafion 
was  the  chief  quietus  of  Blackwell's  con- 
fcience;  I  fhall  however  make  no  other  an- 
fwer to  it,  than  by  referring  the  reader  to  the 
plain  words  of  the  oath  itfelf. 

To  come  now  to  the  main  trial  of  Widdrins- 
ton's  confcience  and  ingenuity,  namely,  his 
attempt  to  juftify  his  abjuration  of  that  doc- 

*  New  Year's  Gift,  &c. 
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trine  as  tmpiouSf  heretical  and  davmahle^  which 
he  allows  to  be  the  mod  probable.     The  dif- 
tin8ion  between  material  and  formal  herefy  was 
liot  thought  of  till  the  reign  of  Charles  II.  nor 
was  that  of  parliarn,entary  herefy  till  the  reign 
of  George  III.   Whatrefource  then  had  Wid- 
drington  ? — No  other  than  that  of  quibbling 
with  the  woids.     For  whereas,  the  words  in 
queftion  are,  **  1  abjure,  as  impious  and  he- 
"  retical    this   damnable    doftrine  ....  thai 
"princes     which    be    excommunicated.... 
"  may  be  depofed  or  murdered  j"  he  fays  it  is 
fufficient  that  one  part  oi  this  pofition,  namely, 
that  which  relates   to  murdering  princes  be 
heretical:  becaufewhen  the  particle  may  come^ 
before  the  disjunftive  or,  it  denotes   a  liberty 
of  choice.      Thus,  according   to    this  Loyal 
Englishman,  the  depoling  doSrine  is  not  con- 
demned at   all  in   the  oath,  but   merely  the 
freedom  of  eleHion  in  the   fwcarer,  either  to  dc 
pofe  or  murder,  which  ever  he   thinks  proper. 
What  an  infult  is  this  upon  common  fenfe  and 
upon  common  honefty !  and  yet  this  appears 
to  have   been   the  ordinary  mode  of  folving 
the  difficulty  amongft  the   fwearing  party  at 
the  time  we  are  fpeaking  of*.     Was   it  poffi- 


•  Sec  Thcophilui  Higgon$'«  Certain  general  Reefont, 

blc. 
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ble  that  government,  in  thofe  days,  fiiould 
heap  its  favors  on  a  PreHon  and  a  Green, 
and  fend  a  Drury  and  a  Calwallador  to  the 
gallows  !  This  can  only  be  accounted  for  by 
thofe  who  are  acquainted  with  the  arts  as  well 
as  the  malice  of  religious  perfecution. 

But,  not  to  injure  the  memory  of  the  great 
champion  of  the  oath,  I  muft  mention  that  he 
had  another  device  for  faving  his  confciencc 
and  his  honor,  with  refpe6l  to  the  point  in 
queftion.  He  fays  that  the  particle  as^  in  the 
recited  claufe,  may  mean  only  like  asfy  and 
that  thus  the  fwearer  may  abjure  the  depofing 
do6lrine,  not  as  being  actually  heretical^  but  only 
as  bearing  a  refemhlance  to  herefy  / 

Finally,  to  anfwer  the  very  juft  exceptions 
taken  againft  thefe  and  many  other  quibbling 
and  chicaning  artifices  of  Prefton  in  explain- 
ing the  oath,  when  examined  by  the  teft  of 
that  laft  folemn  declaration,  riz.  "  All  thefe 
**  things  I  do  plainly ^  and  Jincerely  acknowledge, 
and  fweaTy  Sec."  He  replies  that  the  word 
Jwear  does  not  apply  to  all  thefe  things,  but  on- 
ly to  plainly  and  Jincerely*,  Hence,  he  lays, 
there  are  fome  things  in  the  oath  which  are 


+  Difp.  Theolog.  c.  5.     Neiu  Tears  Gift^  &C. 
♦  Difp^  Th,c.  i.Se^.  2. 
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not  fworn  to,  but  only  acknowledged^  and  that 
it  is  fufficient,  if  the  fwearer  be  fincere  in 
fruearingt  what  he  does  fwear^  and  in  acknow^ 
hdging  what  he  does  acknowledge. — I  can  make 
no  other  comment  here,  than  in  the  exclama- 
tion of  the  royal  prophet:  Tell  it  not  inGeth, 
publiJJi  it  not  in  the  Jtreets  of  Afcalon^  &c*, 

I  fhall  now  lay  a  (very  few  words  concern* 
ing  the  fecond  champion  of  the  oath,  i  hough 
the  firft  in.  point  of  dignity,  the  archprieft 
Blackwell.  Wc  have  feen  above,  how  ftea- 
dily  he  oppofcd  the  oath,  at  its  coming  out, 
whilft  he  was  at  large,  and  how,  whilft  he  was 
confined  in  prifon,  he  made  up  his  confcience 
to  take  it ;  in  which  flep,  as  it  was  natural  to 
expeft,  he  was  followed  by  many  others.  On 
this  occafion  his  old  friend  Bellarmin,  who  was 
a  warm  defender  of  the  indirefl;  power,  wrote 
to  him  a  fevere  expoftulatory  letter  on  his 
conduflt.  In  return  Blackwell  endeavours 
to  excuie  himfelf,  in  a  letter  which  he  imme- 
diately fent  to  the  Cardinal  upon  the  receipt 
of  his*;  in  the  beginning  of  which  he  thus 
cxprefTes  himfelf,  "  As  to  the  oath,  I  own  I 


•   2  Kings,  c.  I.  V.  20. 

+  Sec  it  in  Collier,  v.  2.  Append, 

*  See  the  undermentioned  work. 
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**' took  it,  but  in  that  fenfc  which  appears  to 
**  be  approved  of  in  the  writings  of  Catho- 
**  lies,  and  not  to  have  incurred  the  difgrace 
"  of  temerity.  For  my  meaning,  which  was 
"  thrice  repeated  and  received  by  the  magi- 
**  ftrate,  and  has  (ince  been  publifhed  in  print, 
"  is  this,  that  the  Chief  Pontiff  has  no  impe- 
"  rial  and  civil  power,  to  be  exercifed  at  his 
**  will  and  fancy y  of  dcpofing  owr  A'mj."  He 
then  proceeds  to  ftrengthen  his  opinion  by  the 
authority  of  Cardinal  Allen,  of  the  divines  in 
general,  and  of  Bellarmin  himfelf,  and  main- 
tains that,  "  the  known  meaning  of  the  oath, 
**  when  it  is  propofed  by  the  magiftrate,  is  re- 
"  {trained  to  the  Pope's  ordinary  power,  and 
**  that  thofe  who  propofe  it  are  far  from 
**  thinking  of  the  extraordinary  and  indire£l 
"  power  refiding  in  the  pontiff.'* 

When  Blackwell  appealed  with  fo  much 
confidence  at  Rome,  from  the  plain  fenfe  of 
the  oath,  to  the  alledged  meaning  and  expo- 
fitions  of  the  government  here  in  England,  he 
w  as  little  aware,  that  he  was  writing  under  the 
eye  of  government,  and  that,  |as  he  afterwards 
complained,  his  letters  were  publifhed  at  home, 
before  they  could  reach  the  place  of  their 
dellination  abroad*.     But  fo  it  was,   and,  in 

corifequence 
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eonfequence  of  this  he  was  called  to  a  more 
fevcre  account,  before  his  Majejiy's  ccmmijfi- 
oner i  for  caufes  tcclefiaflical^  in  which  this  pre- 
tended conftru6lion  of  the  oath  by  govem- 
inent  is  utterly  difavowedy  and  he  is  very  pro- 
perly arraigned  for  his  difingenuity  and  infin- 
cerity  in  this  important  confcientious  tranfac- 
tion.  The  account  of  this  examination,  at- 
tefted  by  Blackwell  himfelf,  was  publifhed  by 
the  commiffioners,  the  fame  year  in  which 
it  was  held,  and  is  now  lying  before  me*. 
It  is  impoffiblc  to  imagine  a  more  defpicable 
fituation  than  that  in  which  the  arch-prieft 
appears  through  the  whole  of  his  trial,  not- 
withftanding  the  great  parts  and  learning 
which  he  difplays,  and  the  politenefs  of  his 
examinerst.  Let  it  fuffice  to  fay  that  though 
he  makes  a  ftand  for  the  depofing  power  at 
every  poft  which  appeared  tenable,  he  is  at 
laft,  after  many  merited  reproaches  for  .his 
tergiverfations  on  the  part  of  his  judges,  and 
many  heavy  fighs,  on  his  own  part,  driven  to 

•  A  Large  Examination  taken  at  Lambeth,  according  to  hit 
Majejiys  direiiion,  of  Mr.  G.  Blackivell,  uptn  occajion  of  a 
ierlain  aufiver  ef  his ,  luithout  the  privitj  of  the  jlatet  to  4 
Utter  of  C.  Bellarmin,  1 6o7. 
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make  a  full  and  total  difavowal  of  every 
ground  on  which  he  hadjuilified  the  oath  in 
his  letter  to  Rome,  and  on  which  he  acknow- 
ledged himfelf  to  have  taken  it.—  Such  is  the 
fate  of  difingenuity,  fuch  has  ever  been  the 
confequence  of  grounding  explanations  of 
oaths  and  formularies,  contrary  to  their  natu. 
ral  fenfe,  on  the  alledged  meanings  and  expla- 
nations of  others. 

THE    REIGN    OF    CHARLES    I. 

The  remaining  part  of  the  layman's  pam- 
phlet Teems  to  have  been  fpun  out,  rather  to 
keep  up  the  appearance  of  an  hiltorical  feries, 
than  for  any  real  purpofe  it  anfwers  to  his 
main  defign.  Of  courfe  I  fhall  touch  it  more 
lightly.  The  quotations  from  Panzani,  who 
was  a  kind  of  Nuncio  here  in  the  reign  <^ 
Charles  I.  prove  nothing,  except  that  the  Pope 
was defirous  that  the  Englilh  Catholics  "  ihould 
"  anfwer  all  the  demands  of  civil  allegiance*,** 
and  that  his  Cardinals  very  wifely  objeded 
to  ftepping  out  of  their  proper  line,  by  draw- 
ing up  an  oath  to  this  effeS,  "  whereas  it  was 
"  their  bulinefs  only  to  aft  as  judges,  where 


Further  0  h/trvatittis,  >•  I  <f ^  • 
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failh  is  attacked  or  endangtrtd*.**  In  faft 
^hat  would  not  the  layman  have  faid,  had  he 
difcovered  that  Rome  had  undertaken  to  dic- 
tate to  us  an  inftrument  of  this  nature?  Ne« 
verthelefs  he  concludes  his  account  with  the 
following  exclamation.  "  Thus  were  the 
"  Catholics  left  expofed  to  perfecuting  fan- 
"  guinary  laws.. . .  becaufe  that  court  (of 
**  Rome)  refufed  to  co-operate  with  the  go*- 
•*  vernment  of  this  country  in  framing  an  oath 
**  of  allegiancet." — Does  then  the  layman 
flatter  himfelf  with  the  hopes  of  perfuading 
his  well-informed  reader,  that  the  famous, 
long  and  bloody  parliament  was  influenced, 
in  its  repeated  calls  for  a  fevere  execution  of 
the  penal  laws,  by  a  tender  anxiety,  on  their 
part,  for  the  fafety  of  their  beloved  fovereign, 
endangered  by  the  feditious  principles  of  the 
papifts  ?  or  that  the  hufbandof  Henrietta  Ma- 
ria, and  his  catholic  fecretary.  Secretary  Win- 
debank,  entertained  real  fufpicions  concern,, 
ing  the  loyalty  of  Catholics,  and  witheld  any 
indulgence,  which  it  was  in  their  power  to 
procure,  merely  becaufe  the  form  of  words  was 
not  fettled  for  cxpreffin^   their  allegiance? 

•  Ibid, 

+  liiJ,  144. 
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The'  fa^  is,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Charles 
to  protect  his  catholic  fubjeds,  and  the  fever6 
execution  of  the  "  perfecuting  fanguinary 
**  laws,"  at  the  time  we  are  fpeaking  of,  wer6 
not  owing  to  anything  that  was  either  done  or 
omitted  at  Rome,  but  to  the  envenomed  ma- 
lice of  our  Puritan  enemies,  which  was  not 
lefs  inflamed  by  the  diftinguifhed  loyalty  of 
th^  catholics,  than  by  their  religion  itfelf. 

The  fame  difinterefted  principle  of  loyahy, 
which  made  the  great  body  of  the  catholics 
fpend  their  treafures  and  their  blood  in  de-  • 
fence  of  their  fovereign,  kept  them  fteady  in 
the  fame  caufe,  in  fpight  of  redoubled  cruel- 
ties and  confifcations  during  the  remainder 
of  the  life  of  this  ill-fated  prince,  and  during 
the  unfuccefsful  flruggle  and  exile  of  his  fon 
and  fuccefTor,^  But  it  is  not  extraordinary  if 
fome  temporizers  fhould  have  been  found  a- 
mongft  them.  Thefe  Ihort-fighted  politicians, 
upon  a  delufive  promife  from  one  of  the  par- 
liamentary generals*,  of  a  relaxation  of  the 
the  penal  laws,  which  it  was  not  in  his  power 
to  fulfil,  in  1647,  whilfl:  their  lawful  king  was 
ftill  alive,  entered  into  a  negotiation  with  the 
fuccefsful  ufurpers,  in  which  we  may  be  fure, 

*  Sir  Thomas  Fairfax. 
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there  \vas  no  longer  any  quellion  about  the 
contcftcd  oath  of  allegiance,  but  the  thing 
aimed  at  was  that  the  fubfcribers  fliould  ac^ 
kncwUdge  the  ufurped  government  in  the  Jliape  it 
thenzuas  in,  or  in  whatever  other  JJiape,  it  might 
appear.  This  was  the  purport  of  the  firft  of  the 
three  negative  propofuions  we  have  fo  often 
heard  of.  For  we  are  to  obfcrve  that  the 
layman,  on  the  prefent  occafion,  quotes  it  in 
different  manner  from  the  printed  copy*,  and 
from  what  he  himfelf  has  done  on  two  former 
occafions  t,  by  fupprefljng  that  claufe  which 
occurs  in  it,  in  favor  of  whatever  government 
*\/Iiould  be  cjlablijhed  in  the  nation."  It  is  true 
this  proportion  appears  only  to  contain  a  de- 
nial of  the  Pope  and  the  churches  power  to  ab- 
folve  any  one  from  their  obedience  to  the  Rump 
Parliament,  and  the  other  ufurpers,  yet  if  we 
confider  that  the  greater  part  of  thofe  who  ad- 
mitted the  authority  of  their  paftors  in  thefc 
concerns,  only  admitted  it  in  the  line  of  ca- 
fuiftry,  we  need  not  be  furprifed  if  the  greater 
part  of  the  Catholics  refufed  to  deny  the  lat- 
ter a  power  of  deciding  that  there  was  no  ob- 
ligation of  obeying  manifeft  ufurpation. — It 

•  IValJh's  Hift.p.  523. 

t   2  Let.  f,  C.      2  Blue  Book, p.  20, 
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does  not  follow  that  becaufe  the  layman  fees 
no  difficulty  in  the  fecond  negative  propofi- 
tion,  that  none  occurs  in  it.  The  engage- 
ment not  "  to  injure''*  any  perfon  on  account 
of  his  bad  do6lrines  or  fchifmatical  attempts, 
is  certainly  very  ample,  and  requires  an  ex- 
planation. I  am  far  from  being  clear  that 
the  very  deteftion  of  herefy,  without  the  me- 
rited cenfure  of  it,  may  not  appear  to  the 
layman  in  the  light  of  an  injury. 

But  admitting  that  thefe  propofitions  had 
contained  no  one  point  but  a  mere  negation 
of  the  depofing  power,  and  that  they  had  been 
cenfured,  on  this  precife  account,  at  Rome, 
of  what  confequence  or  detriment  was  that  to 
us  whilfl  they  were  cenfured  in  quality  of 
mere  fcholaftic  errors,  and  not  as  errors  in 
faith,  and  whilft  every  one  was  left  at  liberty 
to  retain  his  own  opinion,  whatever  that  might 
be  concerning  them.  Yet  that  this  was  the 
cafe  the  layman  himfelf  allows,  in  the  very 
paffages  he  quotes  from  Holden,  by  which  it 
appears  that  the  cenfure  was  never  meant  to 
be  made  public,  nor  "  intended  that  it  fliould 
"  oblige*,"  but  was  only  paifed  pro  forma^ 
"  lead  it  Ihould   be   faid  hereafter,  that  his 


*  2  Lcter,},  cvi. 
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"  Holincfs  did  approve  or  connive  at  the  fub- 
"  fcription  of  Inch  articles  as  were  prejudi- 
"  cial  to  his  pontifical  greatnefs*.'* 

This  is  now  the  third  time  the  layman  has 
brought  forward  thefe  faid  negative  propofi- 
tions  t,  but  for  the  difgrace  of  their  abettors, 
who  fubfcribcd  them,  as  the  reader  will,  by 
this  time,  have  feen,  and  of  the  time-ferving 
writer  who  has  recorded  them.  In  fa6t,  the 
Pope  did  us  no  detriment  whatever,  if  it  be  true 
that  he  cenfured  thefe  propofiiions.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  a  difgrace  to  us  that,  a  full 
year  before  the  heroic  Charles  was  brought 
to  the  block,  any  of  his  catholic  fubjeHs  fhould 
be  found  intriguing  with  the  ufurpers:  but  it 
is  leaft  of  all  fupportable  to  hear  this  very 
Friar  Walfh  recognizing  fuch  conduft,  and 
reprefenting  thofe  as  bad  fubjefts  who  refufed 
to  treat  with  bloody  ufurpers,  whilft  in  various 
other  pafi'ages  of  his  indigelled  farago  he 
chimes  in  wiih  the  fafhionable  opinion  of  the 
limes,  in  which  he  wrote,  viz.  that  kings  go- 
vern by  a  right  divine,  and  that  it  is  abfoluicly 
unlawful,  in  any  cafe,  to  refill  them  J. 

T  H5 

*   Uid.      AlfoWaJjh,p,  525. 

+  Second  Blue  rook,  p.  20.   2  Let  p.  C.   F.  Ob/,  p.l^^, 

%  See  the  1^  Propofiliofit  ofWalJh,  2  P.  /.  81.  "  It  is 

'«  againft  the  dcdrioe  of  ihe  apoftlcs  ...  to  pretend  that 
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I  (hall  not  hav€  leifure,  nor  is  it  requifitc, 
to  run  through  fo  many  pages  as  the  layman 
ha3  done  upon  the  fubjeft  of  the  Remon- 
ftrance,  nevcrthelefs  a  few  additional  remarks, 
to  thofe  I  have  already  made  upon  it,  feem 
requifite.  I  own,  I  am  furprifed,  that  my 
opponent,  in  quoting  it  at  length,  by  way  of 
proving,  what  he  afterwards  alferts,  that  "  this 
"  inftrument  is  acknowledged  to  be  free  from 
**  objeflions,"  fliould  not  have  been  ftruck 
with  that  paflage  which  profefTes  that  **  all 
*'  abfolute  princes  and  fupreme  governors..  .. 
"  are  God*s  lieutenants  on  earth,  and  that  obe- 
**  dience  is  due  to  them,  according  to  the  laws 
**  of  each  commonwealth  refpedively  in  ali 
**  civil  and  temporal  affairs.  Moft  certainly 
"  this  do6lrine  appears  to  be  of  a  very  diffe-. 
"  rent  texture  from  that  which  he  lays  down 
"  concerning  the  pretended  right  of  the  peo- 
*^  pie  to  require  the  abrogation  of  all  fuch  laws, 

"  there  is  a  natural  or  inherent  right  in  the  people  them- 
♦*  fclves,  as  fubjefts,  or  members  of  the  civil  common- 
•'  wealth,  to  take  arms  againft  their  prince,  in  their  own 
"  vindication,  or  by  fuch  means,  to  redrefs  their  own 
♦*  cither  pretended  or  true  grievances,  &c," 

"as. 
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*•  as  tKey  feel  to  be  inconvenient  to  them  *.** 
But  though  the  Irilh  catholics,  of  the  times, 
certainly  carried  their  ideas  of  loyalty  much 
farther  than  the  layman  does,  yet  I  can  con- 
ceive that  they  would  feel  a  religious  fcruple 
in  declaring,  in  a  doftrinal  formulary,  a  fecu- 
lar  prince,  who  was  at  the  fame  time  the  legal 
head  of  the  national  church,  to  be  "  God's 
**  lieutenant  upon  earth/'  and  much  more  fo  to 
•*  confefs  thcmfelves  bound  under  pain  of  fin 
•*  to  obey  him  in  all  civil  and  temporal  affairs, 
•*  a»  much  as  the  laws  and  rules  of  government 
**  require  at  their  hands,"  when  it  was  certain 
that  many  things,  which  the  legiflature  and. 
their  fcUow-fubjeds  confidered  as  temporal,  in 
their  eyes  were  ^n&\Y fpiritual.  I  can  readily 
underftand  alfo  that  men,  who  entered  into  no 
engagements,  but  fuch  as  they  were  refolved 
to  keep,  ftiould  require  fbme  paraphrafe  or 
explanation  to  be  added  to  that  paffage,  which 
pledged  them  to  refift  "  all  attempts  againll 
"  bis  majefty  ....  by  whatever  foreign  .... 
•*  authority;'*  left  they  fhould  be  underftood 
to  give  up  the  right  of  the  church  to  inflifl 
fpiritual  cenfures. — This  fhort  fpecimen,  if  it 
does  not  convince  the  layman,  will  at  leaft 


•  %  Let.  /.  gg. 
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convince  the  catholic  reader,  that  the  ortho» 
dox  Irifh,  without  adhering  to  the  condemned 
errors,  or  even  to  the  depofing  do6trine,  had 
reafon  for  wi filing  to  new  model  this  cap- 
tious formulary,  and  "to  prefent  one  of  their 
"  own  framing,  which  at  the  fame  time  that  it 
"  exprefled  as  much  loyalty  as  the  former, 
**  fliould  be  fo  unexceptionable,  in  point  of 
"  language,  as  that  every  catholic  clergyman 
"  fhould  chcarfully  fubfcribe  it."  This  ac- 
count, which  is  the  fame  I  have  given  before, 
the  layman  reprefents  as  "  infulting  to  my 
"  readers  *."  If  fo,  it  is  not  I  that  infuk 
them,  but  the  elegant  and  accurate  hiftoria'tt 
Dr.  Curry,  whofe  words  I  quoted,  ai>d  who 
refers  to  Walfti  himfelf  in  fupport  of  theua- 
Indeed  it  is  not  in  this  point  alone,  but  in  fe- 
veral  others  relative  to  the  prefent  fubjeS, 
that  the  layman  places  his  own  dogmatical  af- 
fertions,  without  the  Ibadow  of  an  authority 
to  fupport  them,  in  oppofition  to  the  rooft  au- 
thentic documents  and  uncontrovertcd  hiftory- 
Thus,  for  example,  he  roundly  affirms  •'there 
"  is  no  truth  in  the  aflertion  that  Ormond  ijs^ 
"  rdjhed  as  many  of  the  antiremonjlrant  clergy  cis 
"fell  into  his  handsf  ;'*  and  yet  wh-en  I  wrote 

•  F.  Ohf.  /.  157.  t  Ihii^  /.  138. 

this 
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tills  I  had  before  me  the  following  circumf\an^ 
lial  account.  "  OrmoiiJ  not  only  rcje6led  the 
•*  petition  of  the  clefgy,  but  ordered  them  to 
**  difperfe,  and  foon  after  baniflied  them,  in- 
•*  fomuch  that,  when  he  quitted  the  govern- 
**  ment,  there  were  not  more  than  three  ca- 
'*  tholic  bifhops  remaining ;  two  of  which 
•*  were  bed-ridden,  and  the  third  had  ab- 
•*  fconded. — His  grace  expe6led  their  fub- 
"  fcriptions  to  that  very  remonftrance,  which 
•*  had  been  prefented  to  the  king,  and  would 
"  accept  of  no  other;  though  the  non-fub- 
**  fcribers  alledged,  and  Walfh  himfelf  owns 
**  ....  it  feemed  to  affert  all  that  is  contained 
"  in  the  oath  of  fupremacy  *."     Thus,   in 

like 

•  Hifiory  of  Civil  Ifars  ia  Irelandy  t».  2.  /.  95. 
This  confeffion  of  Waldi,  independently  of  the  remarks 
made  above,  will  be  fiifficient  to  farisfy  the  catholic  rea- 
der that  there  was  matter  enough  for  cenfurc,  at  leaft  as 
being  fufpicioiis  and  equivocal,  of  the  Irifh  formulary, 
without  any  reference  to  the  depofing  doftrine.  By  com- 
paring together  the  two  inftruments,  Wallh's  remoirjlranct 
and  the  clergy's  antiremonfrance,  article  by  article,  the 
intelligent  catholic  will  be  fatisfied  that  it  could  not  be, 
for  the  real  fecurity  of  government,  or  for  any  other 
good  piirpofe  wbatfoever,  that  the  former  was  infixed  up'- 
on  by  Ormond  and  his  tool  Father  Wallh,  when  the  latter 
was  voluntarily  offered.  The  layman,  has  maintained 
that  the  antiremonftrants  ftill  adhered  to  the  depofing 

doftrinct 
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like  manner,  tnv  antagonifl;  repeatedly  fignifies 
that  the  remonftrance  was  propofed  by  Or- 
mond,  and  his  hired  agent  Walfli,  with  a  real 
view  of  giving  relief  to  the  Irifh  catholics*, 
and  yet  I  made  it  appear  t,  by  the  confeffion 
pf  Ormond  himfelf,  as  \yell  as  by  the  corref- 
pondence  of  his  confident  the  Earl  of  Orrery, 
"  that  his  aim  in  permitting  that  meeting  (for 
"  the  pretended  purpofe  of  figning  the  remon- 
"  ftra,nce)  was  to  work  a  divifion  amongft  the 
"  Roraifh  clergy,  &c.t" 

But  there  is  no  one  point  on  which  the 
layman  and  myfelf  are  fo  much  at  variance, 

doftrine  :  I  alk  then  how  h?.  interprets  the  following  words 
in  their  declaration  ;  "  We  promife  that  we  will  inviola- 
**  bly  bear  true  allegiance  to  your  majefty,  your  lawful 
"  heirs  and  fucceffors ;  and  that  no  ponxier  on  earth  fhall 
**  be  able  to  <withdraiu  us  from  our  duty  herein .  .  ....  .We 

**  further  declare  that  it  is  not  our  dcclrine,  that  fubjeds 
*'  may  he  di/charged,  abfol'ved,  or  freed  from  the  obligation  of 
**  performing  their  duty  of  true  obedience  and  allegiance  to 
"  their  prince." 

*  F.  Obf.  pp.  15:0,  I J 5:. 

+  D.  R.  p.  104 

:{:  See  Curry,  p.  94.  who  quotes  Cartes  Ormond,  t'ol.  2^ 
Appen,  See  alfo,  ihid.  his  proofs  from  the  Friar  difciplined 
by  Di:  Peter  Talbot,  that  not  one  of  the  remonftrants  had 
juftice  done  him,  or  received  the  fmalleft  advantage  from 
figning  the  formulary  in  queftion, 

H  h  as 
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as  concerning  the  charafler  of  Friar  Peter 
Walfli,  who,  after  Friar  Paul  Sarpi,  is  his  prin- 
cipal hero,  and  whofe  heavy  farago,  called  the 
Hiflory  of  the  RetnonJlrantSy  has  ferved  him  and 
fome  other  writers  as  a  common-place  book 
for  fcandal  and  the  abufe  of  ecclefiaftical  go- 
vernment in  the  laft  century.  He  complains 
that  I  have  called  Walfh  "  an  irreligious 
**  friar,"  and  fays  that  "my  charaQer  of  him 
•*  does  little  honor  to  my  candor  and  charity.** 
In  return  I  am  content  to  pafs  for  a  calumni- 
ator in  the  mind  of  every  confcientious  ca- 
tholic, if  1  do  not  prove  this  friar  to  have  been 
one  of  an  irreligious  charaSer,  from  his  own 
words  and  thofe  of  his  great  friend  and  pane- 

gyrift. Walfh  is  not  otherwife  intitled  to 

the  diftinftion  here  paid  him  than  as  he  was, 
in  Charles  Ild.'s  reign,  what  Prcfton  was  in 
that  of  James  I.  the  abettor  of  new  formula- 
ries, from  interefted  motives,  and  the  tool  of 
perfecutors  in  difuniting,  perplexing,  and  per- 
fccuting  the  real  catholics. 

In  the  firfl:  place,  I  have  made  it  appear, 
by  the  teftimony  of  Dr.  Curry,  that  he  was 
this  tool  of  perfecutors  *,  and  that  fo  far  from 
being  ftarvcd,  as  wc  have  been  told  was  the 

•  Uid.  //.  87,91.    D.  R.  //.  105.  w>6. 

cafe 
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cafe  with  the  remon  ft  rants,  he  was  raifed  by 
Ormond,  in  reward  of  his  fervices,  to  thepoft 
of  fenechal  to  the  bifhop  of  Winchefter,  with 
a  handfome  penfion,  befides  the  very  great 
perquifites  annexed  to  his  poft.  It  farther 
appears,  from  his  own  account,  that  he  was 
the  agent  and  reprefcntative  of  Ormond,  in 
that  very  meeting,  which  the  latter  appointed 
for  the  exprefs  purpofe  of  dividing  and  ruin- 
ing the  catholics  *.  2d]y,  Throughout  the 
whole  of  his  heavy  performance  he  declaims 
againft  the  Pope  and  fee  of  Rome  with  all  the 
virulence  of  Martin  Luther,  defending  the 
oath  of  fupremacy  t,  ridiculing  the  neceffity 
of  believing  in  the  dejinitions  of  the  council  of 
Trent  J,  juftifying  the  perfecutions  in  general 
carried  on  againft  the  catholics  §,  refufing, 
as  does  his  friend  and  confederate  Caron  {|,  to 

obey 

•  Hifl.  Rm.  pp.  673,  689,  704,  ^f, 

+  P.  X'viii.  iSc. 

X  Amongft  the  doftrines  which  he  fcts  down  as  con- 
trary to  the  gofpel,  Sec.  is  the  following:  "  He  is  truly, 
"  certainly ,  and  properly  a  heretic  who  mifbelievcs,  call* 
•*  in  queftion,  or  doubts  of  any  one  definition  of  the  Tri- 
*•  dentine  Council ....  or  of  any  of  the  articles  of  the 
**  creed  of  Pius  IV."    Ihtt/.  f //.  &c, 

§  Pp.  I'i.  xrv, 

y  The  reader  mull  by  this  time  be  acquainted  with 

the  name  of  Father  Redmond  Caron,  another  turbulent 

H  h  2  ffiar. 
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obey  the  commands  and  citations  of  thofe  re-r 
ligious  fuperiors  to  whom  he  had  vowed  obe- 
dience*, felting  at  defiance  their  repeated  ex- 

commu-^ 

friar,  from  Whofe  contemptible  writings  the  layman  and 
others  have  largely  borrewed.  After  having  vowed  obe- 
dience to  his  religious  fuperiors,  and  returned  into  the 
kingdom,  in  defiance  of  the  penal  laws,  he  and  Walfli 
attempted  tojuftify  the  breach  of  their  vow,  in  refufing  to 
obey  the  citations  of  their  fuperiors,  by  the  tenor  of  thefe 
very  laws, /.  105.  They  alfo  elfewhere  juftify  the  in- 
fraftion  of  their  rules  and  of  the  council  of  Trent,  in  pub- 
lilhing  books  without  the  permiflion  of  their  fuperiors, 
on  the  ground  of  their  being  engaged  in  public  commif- 
fion.  See  the  fanatical  books  of  Caron,  called  Roma  Tri- 
vmpham  and  Afojlolatus  Evangelicus  :  in  the  latter  of  which 
he  teaches,  that  any  friar  who  feels  a  call  to  leave  his 
convent  and  embrace  the  more  commodious  life  of  a  mif- 
iioner,  and  is  fati^ed  with  his  own  qualification!,  need 
not  regard  the  pjirtial  prohibition  of  his  fuperior,  but 
may  inftantly  fet  off.  §  5.  cartel.  3.  The  miflioner  being 
fuppofed  now  to  be  arrived  in  an  heretical  country,  Ca- 
ron teaches  that  upon  "  being  alked  whether  he  is  a  prieft 
•*  or  a  religious,  or  h^s  faid  mafs  by  the  heretical  magif- 
•*  trate,  he  may  deny  it  even  upon  oath,  but  equi<v6catiug : 
•*  for  example,  I  fwear  I  have  not  faid  mafs  to  tell  you, 
**  kc"  §  41.  con.  I.  In  his  next  conclufion  he  teaches 
that  "  a  catholic  may  frequent  heretical  churches  and 
*'  fermons,  &c." — In  (hort,  his  cafuiftry  throughout  is  fo 
fcandaloufly  lax,  that,  for  my  part,  1  can  never  hereafter 
give  this  fcribbler  credit  for  common  veracity. 

•  Ibid,  pp,  76,  104,  Wr.  P.  L.  He  denies  that  either  the 
council  of  Latcran,  or  that  of  Trent,  or  any  other  coun- 
cil 
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comtnanications,  tarn  de  jvn  ipiam  de  faclo,  no 
lefs  than  thofc  of  his  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors, 
and,  in  (hort,  glorying  in  being,  "  by  public 
"denunciation  and  afflixion,"  marked  out  as 
"  an  excommunicated  perfon,  Ihunned  by  his 
"  acquaintance,  and  left  alone,  one  fingle  man, 
"  to  maintain  the  juftice  of  his  (treacherous) 
**  formulary*." 

Let  us  now  hear  the  famous  hiftorian  of 
his  own  times,  writing,  from  his  perfonal 
knowledge,  of  Walfh,  and  with  a  profeffed 
partiality  in  his  favor.  The  following  account 
does  not  only  confirm  the  particular  charadcr 
I  have  given  of  this  irreligious  and  hypocritical 
friar^  but  alfo  my  hiftorical  accuracy  with  re- 
fpeft  to  the  tranfaftionsof  that  period  in  gene- 
ral.— After  mentioning  the  king*s  declaration 
againft  feverities,  and  a  proportion  for  having 
none  but  "  fecular  priefts  tolerated  in  Eng- 
"  land,  who  Ihould  be  under  a  bifhop,  and 
"  under  an  eftablifhed  government ;  but  that 
•*  2^11  regulars,  and,  in  particular,  all  jefuits 

cil,  could  oblige  him  or  Caron  to  fubmit  their  books  to 
the  examination  of  ftiperiors,  &c. — ^I  ought  to  have  ad-, 
ded  that  he  preceded  the  layman  in  denying  the  Pope's 
title  of  Vicar  of  Cbriji,  and  his  exclujive  right  to  frea  nenM 
hijhopricsy  ^c. — Letter  to  the  Cath.  of  England,  ^c, 
*  Ibid,  p,  xvii, 

**  fhoul4 
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**  fhould  be,  under  the  (IriQeft  penalties,  for- 
**  bid  the  kingdom.**  He  fays,  **  the  Earl  of 
••  Clarendon  fet  this  on;  for  he  knew  well  it 
•'would  divide  the  papifts  amongft  them- 
••  felves.  But  though  a  few  honeft  priefts, 
••  fuch  as  Blacklow,  Serjeant,  Caron  and 
•*  Walfh  were  for  it,  yet  they  could  not  make 
••  a  party  amongft  the  leading  men  of  their 

**  own  Ede The  Earl  of  Briftol  carried 

•*  it  as  a  great  viftory  ;  and  he,  with  the  Duke 
•'of  Buckingham  and  all  Clarendon's  enc- 
•*  mies,  declared  openly  againd  him.  But 
•*  the  poor  priefts,  who  made  thofe  honeft 
•*  motions,  were  very  ill  looked  on  by  all 
•*  their  own  party,  as  men  gained  on  defign 
••  to  betray  them.  I  knew  all  this  from  Peter 
••  Walfli  himfelf,  who  was  the  honefteft  and 
•*  learnedeft  man  I  ever  knew  amongft  them, 
•*  He  was  of  Irifli  extraSion,  and  of  the  Fran- 
**  cifcan  order:  and  was  indeed,  in  all  pointf 
*•  of  con  trover  fy,  almoft  wholly  a  proieftant: 
•*  but  he  had  fenfes  of  his  own,  hy  which  he 
'  ••  cxcufed  his  adheting  to  the  church  of 
••  Rome :  and  he  maintained  that,  with  thefe, 
"  he  could  continue  in  the  communion  of  that 
••  church,  without  fin:  and  he  faid,  that  he 
•  was  fure  he  did  fome  good,  in  flaying  ftill  on 
•*  that  fide,  but  that  he  could  do  none  at  all 

u  if 
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•*  if  he  Ihould  come  over ....  He  was  an  ho- 
•*  neft  and  able  man,  much  praflifed  in  in- 
*'  trigues,  and  knew  well  the  methods  of  the 
**  jefuits  and  other  miffionaries.  He  told  me 
**  often  there  was  nothing  which  the  whole 
**  popifh  party  feared  more  than  a  union  of 
"  thofe  of  the  church  of  England  with  the 
**  prelbyterians ....  he  obferved,  not  without 
"  great  indignation  at  us  for  our  folly,  that 
•*  we,  inftead  of  uniting  amongftourfelves,  and 
"  dividing  them,  according  to  their  maxims, 
"  did  all  we  could  to  keep  them  united, 
**  and  to  disjoint  our  own  body :  for  he  wai 
"  perfuaded,  if  the  government  had  held  a 
**  heavy  hand  on  the  regulars  and  the  jefuits, 
"  and  had  been  gentle  to  the  feculars,  and 
"  had  fet  up  a  diftinguifhing  teft,  renouncing 
**  all  fort  of  power  in  the  Pope,  over  the  tern- 
**  poral  rights  of  princes,  to  which  the  regu- 
"  lars  and  jefuits  could  never  fubmit,  that  this 
**  would  have  engaged  them  in  fuch  violent 
"  quarrels  amongft  themfelves,  that  cenfures 
•*  would  have  been  thundered  at  Rome  againft 
"  all  that  (hould  take  any  fuch  teft,  which 
"  would  have  procured  much  difputing,  and 
**  muft  have  ended  in  the  revolt  of  the  fobcrer 
**  part  of  that  church.  But  he  found  that 
^  though  the  Earl  of  Clarendon  and  the  Duke 

«  of 
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'*  of  Ormond  liked  the  projeO;  little  regard 
**  was  had  to  it  by  the  governing  part  of  the 
«  court*." 

This  was  the  place  for  the  layman  to  have 
i)oafted,  as  he  has  done  before,  on  various  oc- 
cafions  t,  of  the  pretended  approbation  by  the 
Sorbon  of  the  oath  of  allegiance,  were  nor  the 
falfehood  in  queftion  too  barefaced  lo  be  any 
longer  expofed.  In  faft,  I  have  brought  au- 
Ilhority  to  prove,  ift.  That  an'effential  part  of 
the  oath  was  altered,  in  the  Latin  verfion,  be- 
fore it  was  prefented  to  the  faculty.  2dly, 
That  only  a  part  of  the  doflors,  and  thofe  of 
the  younger  fort,  thought  proper  to  deliberate 
on  the  queftion,  the  reniainder,  and  amongft 
them  all  the  profefTors,  withdrawing  them- 
felves  from  the  confultaiions.  3dly,  That 
thofe  who  confulted,  did  not,  as  it  has  been  fo 
often  intimated  to  us,  give  a  dire6l  clear  deci- 
» -^  ■ 

J  *  Bififop  Burwt-t  Uiflory  tfhU  cnun  Tixet,  voh  X.  //« 
194,  195,  196. — We  cannot  G3II  In  queftion  the  veracity 
of  converfations  in  which  the  biihop  himfelf  was  a  party, 
and  which  bear  fuch  intrinfic  marks  of  truth.  We  can- 
not however  help  joining  in  the  laugh  of  Higgons  at  the 
biihop's  idea  c£  honefty  :  where  **  he  makes  a  man  to  bo 
"  the  honefteft  Papift  he  ever  kpew  in  his  life,  becaufis 
"  he  was  in  his  heart  a  Proteftant,"  See  Hi/i.  and  Criu 
Remarks,  /.  188.  9 

i  Jbid.  p,  I  go, 

fion 
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fion  in  favor  of  the  oath,  fuch  ins  was  calcu- 
lated to  fatisfy  an  honeft  man's  confciencc, 
but  contented  themfelves  with  faying,  you  may 
take  ike  oathy  if  you  take  a  certain  fenience  in 
fuch  and  fuch  a  meanings  or  otherwifct  if  you  un^ 
derfland  a  certain  word  in  izuo  different  fenfes ; 
and  laftly,  I  proved  that  the  propofed  manner 
of  taking  the  fentence  and  underftanding  the 
word  are  inconfiftent,  the  one  with  common 
fenfe,  the  other  with  common  honefty  *. 

TH£    REVOLUTION, 

The  layman  admits  that  he  is  unable  to 
meet  with  any  thing  to  his  piirpofe,  after  the 
Revolution  t.     What   an   untoward    circum- 

ftancc 

*  D.  R.  pp.  gg,  100. 

+  The  fubfequent  quotations  of  the  layman  feemed 
dragged  into  his  rear  for  no  other  purpofe  than  to  fwell 
out  his  pamphlet  to  its  deftined  fize,  and  to  exprefs  his 
invincible  antipathy  to  the  Jefuits  in  general,  and  to 
their  chief  ornaments,  FF.  Parfons,  Fitzherbert,  &c. 
Speaking  of  a  theological  decifion  of  their  divines  at 
Gaunt,  he  fays,  "they  dared  iffue  a  decree  againft  it 
•*  (the  oath)  in  which  tliey  ordered  abfolution  to  be  re- 
"  fufed,  &c."  p.  180,  We  have  feen  before  that  he 
afcribed  the  penal  laws  "  chiefly  to  the  intrigues  and  re- 
"  bellious  principles  of  F.  Parfons."  In  his  former  pam- 
I  i  phlet* 
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ilancc  is  this  for  his  labored  fyftem  !   So  then 
;t  appears  that  the  Pope,  after  all  his  cenfures 
of  oaths  of  allegiance,  and   all  his  claims  to 
difpofe  of  kingdoms  for  the  good  of  the  church, 
when   it  came  to  the  trial,  never  iflutd  a  fingle 

'phlct,  he  has  defcribed  tbp  Jefuits  as  **". defenders  of 
."  popery,  not  of  the  catholic  religion,"  and  fays,  "they 
"  fell  a  facrifice  to  the  trariquillity  of  chriftian  nations." 
P.  Ixxxi.  It  feems  however  that  he  makes. a  falvo  in  fa- 
vor of  fome  few  friends  of  that  body,  who,  he  fays, 
'*  have,  with  a  true  chriftian  fpirit,  rejefted  the  feditious 
"  opinions  of  too  many  of  their  brethren."  Pref.  f.  xiii. 
Thefc  he  tells,  for  their  comfort,  that  if  they  have  been 
difgraced  by  their  Campions,  their  Parfons's,  their  Wal- 
poles,  their  Southwells,  &c.  they  have  at  leaft  produced 
one  man  in  two  centuries  who  has  **  given  loyal  anfwers," 
and  another  who,  with  a  true  chriftian  fpirit,  has  arifcn 
to  fiich  a  pitch  of  loyalty  as  to  take  the  oath  off:ipremacj. 

Ibid.  p.  xiv. The  truth  is,  the  beft  panegyric  on  the 

merits  of  the  extind  focicry  is  the  abufe  and  calumnies 
it  has  uniformly  experienced  from  the  enemies  of  reli- 
gion ;  and,  like  other  benefits,  its  utility  was  never  tho- 
roughly known  until  the  time  of  its  lofs. 1  ought  to 

have  added  that  F.  Parfons,  on  his  death-bed,  denied 
that  he  was  the  author  of  Doleman's  treatife,  and  named 
the  real  author  of  it,  as  Dod  teftifies.  What  confirms  this 
relation  is,  that  F.  Parfons  in  his  Philopater,  wnxttn  a  little 
before  the  death  of  Elizabeth,  mentions  that  there  were 
fevcraV  princes  who  urged  pretenfions  to  the  fucceflion, 
but  he  himfelf  does  not  give  the  fmalleft  preference  to  the 
claim  of  any  one  of  them  in  particular. 

brief 
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brief  to  oblige  the  catholics  to  join  their 
force  with  that  of  the  other  Jacobites,  who 
then  formed  the  landed  intereft  of  the  nation, 
in  order  to  drive  out  the  opponents  of  the 
Stuarts;  and  to  overturn  the  Revolution,  but 
left  the  catholics  to  form  their  political  opi- 
nions, and  to  regulate  their  political  condu6l 
by  their  own  ideas,  and  the  beft  information 
they  could  otherwife  obtain  of  civil  govern- 
ment and  of  the  Britifh  conftitution.  What 
a  pity  is  it  that  my  opponent  cannot  lay  the 
guilt  of  that  catholic  blood  which  died  the 
plains  of  Scotland  and  the  fcaffolds  of  Tower 
Hill  to  the  Popes  and  their  Vicars  Apoftolic! 
The  fad  is,  that  fince  the  bull  of  Pius  V. 
which  being  of  a  political  nature,  the  catho- 
lics refufed  to  accept,  and  which  was  with- 
drawn at  Rome,  itfelf  foon  after  its  publica- 
tion, no  Pope,  or  other  ecclcfiafliical  fuperior, 
has  ever  interfered  in  the  civil  and  political 
concerns  of  the  catholics,  any  farther  than  to 
recommend  to  them  a  peaceable,  fubmiffive, 
and  refpeOable  behaviour  to  the  eftabliflied 
government*.     In  the  prefent  rules  of  the 

*  I  have  heard  catholics  of  name  and  fortune  acknow- 
ledge, that  they  were  indebted  to  the  advice  of  the  late 
bifhop  Challoner  for  the  prefervation  of  their  lives  and 

^eftatcj  in  174.5'. 

I  i  2  miflion. 
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miflion,  publiflied  by  Benedifl  XIV.  at  a  time 
when  catholics,  inftead  of  the  indulgent  pro- 
te6lion  they  experience  at  prefent,  had  nothing 
but  perfecution  to  look  for  from  government, 
it  is  "  above  all  things"  recommended  to  our 
bifhops  "  to  punifli,  with  the  utmoft  feverity, 
"  thofe  priefts,  who  do  not  fpeak  with  rerpe6l 
"  of  the  public  government.  Becaufe,  conti* 
"  nues  his  Holinefs,  their  bufinefs  in  England 
"  is  not  to  raife  alarms  or  difturbances,  but  to 
*•  lend  their  miniftry  in  the  fervice  of  the 
•*  holy  catholic  religion*.**  It  is  known, 
that  on  the  death  of  the  fon  of  James  II.  the 
tourt  of  Rome  refufed  all  [the  ceremonies  and 
enfigns  of  royalty  to  his  defcendant :  to  which 
and  to  other  fubfequent  marks  of  refpe6t 
Ihewn  to  the  illuftrious  houfe  of  Brunfwick, 
after  the  known  innocence  and  loyalty  of  the 
catholics,  we  are  more  indebted  than  to  any 
other  caufe  whatfoever,  for  the  relaxation  of 
the  penal  ftatutes. 


•  Regul^e  Mijtanit  Ram<e,  17^5. 
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THE    TWO    PARTIES, 

Wc  arc  now  arrived  at  the  cr>d  of  the  lay- 
man's hiftorical  ramble,  which  he  informs  us 
was  undertaken  for  thepurpofe  of  eftabli&ing 
the  following  pofitions.  That  there  "  has  ex* 
"  ifted  a  diftinSion  between  protefling  caiho- 
**  lies  and  papijls  evGr  fince  the  publifliing  of 
^  the  bull  of  Pius*/*  that  the  forn:>er  were 
•*  loyal'*  the  latter  "  feditioust,"  and  that "  all 
**  thofc  catholics,  who  were  zealous  to  pre- 
**  fcrve  the  integrity  of  their  principles  and 
**  their  loyalty  to  their  fovereign,were  always 
**  under  the  neceflity  of  aQing,  in  oppofition 
•*  to  their  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors  and  to  the 
**  PopeJ.** — Now  how  has  all  this  been  made 
out?  We  have  feen  indeed  that  a  diftindion 
took  place  in  the  very  firfl;  year  of  Queen 
Elizabeth,  amongft  thofe  who  had  huhertopro^ 
feffed  themfelves  catholics,  upon  a  primary 
article  in  debate  between  myfelf  and  the 
layman,  namely  the  oath  of  fupremacy.  But 
what  part  did  thofe  take  who  agreed  to  fwai- 
lowthe  oath,  and  who,  in  the  layman's  fyftem 

*  Further  Ohfervatians,  f,  igo. 
+  Ibid.  Pre/,  p.  viii. 
%  Ibid,  paget  1 84,  1 8^. 
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were  the  loyal  protejling  c'atholici  ?  They  ettl* 
braced  the  religion  of  the  ftate,  and  broke  off 
from  our  communion,  one  of  whom.  Kitchen 
of  Llandaff",  was  a  bifhop.  '  The  reft  of  the 
bifhops  and  the  other  difhyal  papijls^  as  he 
vill  call  them,  who  profeffed  to  retain  the 
old  religion,  and  whofe  defcendants  we  are, 
one  and  all,  refufed  it,  at  the  expence  of  ho- 
nors, fortune,  liberty  and  life.  In  the  next 
place,  it  is  evidently  falfe,  that  a  diftin6lion 
took  place  amongfi  "  the  Englifh  Catholics  at 
"  the  publifiiing  of  Pius's  bull,  and  that  the 
"  papiftic  party  maintained  all  (he  pretenfions 
"  of  Rome,  and  were  upheld  by  briefs,  8cc. 
"  and  that  the  other  party,  confifting  of  the 
"  old  catholic  families,  protefled  againft  its 
"  ufurped  authority.**  For  I  have  demon- 
ftrated  that  the  whole  catholic  body  adhered 
to  their  allegiance,  and  that  the  jefuits  and 
feminary  pricfts,  no  lefs  than  thofe  of  Mary's 
reign*,  on  the  fcaffold  itfelf,  acknowledged  the 


•  The  only  difpute  between  the  former  and  the  latter 
was  about  the  lawfulnefs  of  frequenting  the  eftablifhed 
fervice,  in  ordcrto  avoid  the  penalties  annexed  to  non-* 
compliance.  In  this  difpute  the  honed  and  upright  doc- 
trine of  the  feminary  priefts,  which  was  grounded  on  the 
decifion  of  a  feleifl  committee  of  the  council  of  Trent, 
could  not  fail  to  triumph. 

queen's 
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queen's  title,  in  opporuion  to  ibe  bull,  which 
relating  to  a  civil  concern,  they  were  at  liberty 
to  difobey,  and  that  even  their  inftru£lion$ 
from  Rome  itlelf  were,  not  to  concern  them- 
felves  with  this  or  any  other  political  affair. 
It  is  admitted  indeed  that  two  individuals* 
Leyburn  and  Felton,  both  of  them  laymen, 
and  probably  both  of  them  infane,  did  take 
occafion  of  treafon  from  the  aforefaid  bull : 
now,  if  my  adverfary  can  make  a  party  of 
thefe  two,  and  choofes  to  call  them  by  any  hard 
names,  he  is  welcome  to  do  fo  unmolefted. 
I  will  even  fav  the  fame  of  the  infurreftion  of 
the  Earls  of  Northumberland  and  Weftmore-» 
land  and  of  the  other  gentlemen,  of  old  catho- 
lic families,  in  the  north,  which  event  the  lay- 
man is  defirous  of  connefting  with  the  bull 
and  the  feminaries,  though  in  fad  the  dates 
alone  prove  that  no  fuch  connexion  could 
have  exifted*.  In  the  feveral  reigns  of  the 
Stuarts  we  have  fcen  there  were  difputes  a- 
mongft  the  catholics  about  oaths  and  formu- 
laricSjWhich  latter  were  exprefsly  contrivedand 
brought  forward,  by  their  perfecutors,  for  the 
purpofe  of  their  defl.ru6lion,  and  we  have  feep 


*  See  Dodf'voL  z.p.  19. 
+  F.Obf.p.  18,-. 
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that  fome  few  clergymen,  from  fear,  or  worfe 
motives,  gave  into  the  fnare  and  became  the 
firebrands  of  their  focieiy.  Such  were  Wid- 
drington  and  Blackwell,  fuch  were  Redmond 
Caron  and  Peter  Walfh,  For  by  this  time  the 
leader  is  fufficiently  acquainted  with  their 
cbarafters,  and  is  enabled  to  judge  of  them, 
by  thofe  very  writings,  which  the  layman  ex- 
tols **  as  monuments  of  their  loyalty  to  their 
•*  fovereign,  and  of  the  integrity  of  their  ci- 
**  vil  and  focial  principlest/*  In  the  mean 
time  it  is  certain  that  the  great  body  of  the 
catholics,  whether  clergymen  or  laymen,  were 
ever  clofely  united  with  their  eccleiiaflical 
fuperiors,  both  in  political  and  religious  con- 
cerns, and  with  the  fee  of  Rome  in  the  lafl 
mentioned  concern,  nor  can  he  name  any  one 
man  of  diftinguifbed  merit,  or  even  of  dif- 
tinguifhed  rank  and  confequcnce,  that  ever 
•*  aded  in  oppofition  to  them**  in  any  of  the 
abo^e  mentioned  difputes  from  the  reign  of 
Etizabeih  down  to  that  of  George  111.  mucht 
lefs  can  he  prove  that  any  avowed  member  of 
the  church,  before  himfelf,  ever  endeavoured 
to  dilguife  that  glorious  diftinguifhing  name 

:    :r  ^  of 
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of  Catholic*y  or  to  fight  his  way  to  preferment 
under  falfe  colours. 

PRESENT 

*I  blufh  to  take  notice  of  fuch  arguments  as  the  follow- 
ing, which  arc  adopted  bymy  adversary : — In  the  yean  77  8 
we  "  declared  that  our  di/fent  from  the  eftablifhment  wa« 
**  purely  confcientious:"  therefore  we  declared  ourfelvcs 
Catholic  DiJ/inters,  F.  Ob/,  p.  19^.  In  like  manner,  by  our 
fubfequent  oath,  we  "  rejeded  the  depofing  power" 
therefore  we  became,  from  thaj  hour,  ProteJUng  or  Pro' 
teftant  Catholics ,  ihid.  p.  196. — By  this  curious  mode  of 
arguing,  I  find  that  I  myfclf,  in  common  with  the  great 
body  of  the  Catholics,  without  either  my  confent  or  my 
confcioufnefs,  am  transformed  by  the  layman,  into  that 
Hircocervus,  that  incongruous  trifarious  monfter,  never 
before  heard  of  in  ecciefiaftical  records,  a  Preteftitig- 
Catholic-Diffenter.  It  is  true  my  adverfary,  with  J  the  fame 
cafe  as  he  plays  this  feat  upon  Dr»  Kellifon,  Dr.  Bilhop 
and  others,  transforms  me,  on  other  occafions,  into  a  fhape 
almoft  as  difgufting  and  chimerical,  that  cf  a  Papijl  or 
Papijiic  ivriter.  The  fad  is,  and  the  layman  knows  it 
well  that,  whiilft  he  was  difguifmg  himfelf  with  nick- 
names and  courting  mifnomers,  his  prefent  autagonift 
flood  forward,  in  the  face  of  the  Britifh  legiflature,  and 
under  the  authority  of  the  guardians  of  our  religion,  to 
claim  for  himfelf  and  the  body  at  large,  our  old,  heredi- 
tary, unchangeable  name  of  Catholics, — The  confequence 
however  of  thefe  transforming  feats,  and  of  other  effen- 
tial  mifreprefentationsconnefted  with  Jthem,  which  have 
been  praftifed  by  the  layman  himfelf,  or  by  fome  one  elfc 
in  his  name,  has  been,  that  the  author  feels  it  neceffary, 
for  the  difcharge  of  his  confcience,  to  enter  upon  a  fub- 
Kk  'eft 
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PRESENT    STATE    OF    CATHOLICS. 

Let  thofe  pcrfons,  who  are  not  deeply  read 

in  tlic  hi  (lory  of  the  catholics  in  the  two  laft 

centuries,  judge  of  our   l3yman*s  candor  and 

fidelity    in   reporting   it,  by  the  honefty  and 

veracity  he  difplays  in  giving  an  account  of 

the  prefent  flate  of  the  catholics,  and  of  the 

conduft  of  their  ecclefiaflical  fuperiors.     His 

aim  in  laboring  fo  hard  at  that  fruitlefs  tafk 

of  proving   that    "  all    thofe   catholics  who 

"weie  zealous  to  preferve   the   integrity  of 

"  their  principles,  and  their  loyalty   to  their 

"  fovereign,  were  always  under  the  neceffity 

"  of  afting  in  oppofition  to  their  ecclefiatti- 

"  cal  fuperiors  and  to  the  Popej"  his  aim,  I 

fay,  was   to  illuftrate  two  other  points  equally 

calculated  to  render  the   government  of  thefe 

fuperiors  odious,  firft,  that  they  demand  wn- 

conditional  fuhmijfion   to  their  mandates*,  and 

that  they  have  aftually  •'  determined  that  no 

"  oath  can  he  taken  that  has   not  been  approved 

jefthe  always  wilhecl  to  avoid.thatofplacingcertainof  the 
tranfadtions  alluded  to  in  their  true  light. — This  he  truft» 
will  be  ciTeited  by  the  publication  of"  the  letter  to  be  fecn 
in  the  Appendix  of  the  prefent  work.  No.  II.  with  the 
help  of  the  few  eiplanaiory  notes  that  accompany  it. 

«  by 
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*'  hy  ihemf ;"  2dly,  that  "  as  long  as  this  cc- 
"  clefiaftical  government  remains,  neither  the 
"  principles  nor  the  allegiance  of  the  catholic 
•*  clergy  are  fecurej." 

To  make  out  the  firfl  charge  the  layman 
has  falfified  the  encyclical  letters*,  which  do 
not  prohibit  the  taking  of  any  kind  of  oalh,  but 
only  of  "  any  new  oath"  . . . .  "  in  doBrinal  mat- 
"  ters^*'  and  exprefsly  rellrain  the  fubmifhon, 
which  the  bifliops  claim,  to  their  "  determi- 
"  nations*'  on  this  very  head.  The  faQ  is,  and 
it  is  notorious  to  the  public,  the  bifhops  only 
ftepped  forward,  in  a  cafe  of  urgent  neceffity, 
to  claim  the  right  of  teaching  their  refpeQive 
flocks,  what  is  and  what  is  not  the  catholic 
do6lrine,  which  claim  the  layman  then  rcfifted 

*  Pages  197,  202,  204. 

+  /.  197. 

%  f.  166. 
*  The  layman  refers  only  to  the  Encyclical  letter  of  the 
three  nikars  apojldk ,  Jan.  19,  1 79 1,  and  conceals  that 
thefe  bifhops  only  quote  the  words  of  the  four  hijhops  in 
the  preceding  Encyclical  letter  yOcl,z\,  1789,  to  the  pur- 
port of  which  letter,  it  is  proper  to  add,  the  two  coadju- 
tors gave  their  countenance  and  confen. — So  that  in  fadl 
every  bifhop  in  England,  fmce  the  period  in  queftion,  be- 
ing eight  in  all,  has  joined  in  the  requifition,,  which  is  fo 
fliaraefully  mifreprefented  by  the  layman, 

K  k  2  with 
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with  all  his  might,  and  in  fo  doing  they  ac- 
quiued  themfeives  of  their  duty,  by  preferv- 
ing  us  from  error,  and  fchifm,  and  will  meet 
with  the  beneditlion  of  the  true  children  of 
the  church  as  long  as  its  hiftory  fhall  remain. 
The  bifhops  did  not  arrogate  the  right  of  dic- 
tating in  temporal  matters,  indeed  they  were 
never  fo  much  as  heard  or  confulted  in  thofe 
that  immediately  concerned  themfeives  and 
the  clergy ;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  the  lay- 
man who  arrogated  to  himfelf  a  right  of  de-^ 
ciding  on  the  doctrine  of  the  church.  At  length 
the  difpute  was  brought  before  a  tribunal 
where  church  authority  was  evidently  of  no 
avail,  and  where  nothing  but  found  argument 
and  common  juftice  could  be  admitted.  What 
"was  the  fuccefs  of  this  trial,  as  each  fucceflive 
point  was  debated,  and  what  the  moft  diftin- 
guiflied  of  our  judges  declared,  "  after  hav-. 
"  ing  read,  whatever  had  been  written  on  both 
**  fides  of  the  queftion**  it  is  not  neceffary  for 
me  here  to  mention.  Let  it  fuffice  to  fay 
that  the  fretful  declamations  and  foul  mifre- 
prcfentalions  of  the  layman,  on  the  prefent 
fubjcQ,  are  clearly  feen  to  be  the  ettufions  of 
fplenetic  difappointment. 

The  lavman  may   fpare  his  charitable  foli- 
fitwd?  leaft  the  bifhops  and  the  clergy  ftiould 

have 
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have  incurred  the  lofs  of  their  fpiritual  facul- 
ties, by  taking  the  prefent  oath  of  fidelity,  in 
"which  the  depofing  doftrine  is  abjured*,  and 
he  may  rather  conclude,  not  only  from  the 
forbearance  of  Rome  to  cenfure  the  faid  oath, 
but  alfo  from  the  favors  and  dignities  confer- 
red on  thofe  who  have  been  the  warmeft  abet- 
tors and  promoters  of  it  t,  what  I  have  elfe- 
where  demonlliated,  that  it  was  not  the  bare 
rejeftion  of  the  depofing  doftrine,  but  other 
falfe  and  dangerous  doQrines,  which  drew  down 
the  pontifical  cenfure  on  the  infidious  oath  of 
James  I.  It  is  fitting  alfo  he  fliould  learn, 
that  even,  if  his  ecclefiaftical  fuperiors  had 
been  miftaken,  in  that  or  any  other  particular 
point,  it  is  not  only  diforderly  in  him  as  a  lay- 
man, but  alfo  heretical  in  him,  as  a  catholic, 
to  teach  that,  inftead  of  following  our  autho- 
rized guides,  "ive  ought  to  feek  "  in  the  word 
"  of  God  for  a  certain  rule  of  faith  and  con- 
"  du8;J.*'  But  I  have  fhewn,  in  its  proper 
place,  that  we  have  fomething  more  than  in- 
ference to  ground  ourfelves  upon,  in  declar- 
ing that  the  Pope  has  never  cenfured  the  mere 
abjuration  of  the  depofing  power.     In  fa^  we 


*  Further  Ohfervatlonsyp,  199. 

i  See  Jujiification,  ^c.  hj  ArchUJhtf  Butler, 
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have  the  repeated  declarations  of  the  layjnan'i^ 
heroes,  Widdrington  and  Blackwell,  we  have 
the  open  and  well  fupported  confeflion  of 
the  layman  himfelf  *.  Who  can  bear,  after 
this,  to  hear  him  returning  to  the  charge  in 
the  conclufion  of  his  book,  and  falfely  as  well 
as  malicioufly  impofing  "  on  his  unlettered 
**  brethren,"  cautioning  them,  and  fpiriting 
them  up  to  refufe  obedience  to  their  pallors 
by  telling  them,  that  the  oath  which  the  paf- 
tors  themfelves  have  taken  **  contained  in 
••  it  the  claufe  condemned  three  times  by 
«*  Paul  V.  Urban  VIII.  &ct.'*  and  that  "the 
"  infallible  pontiffs  have  often  declared  that 
•*  it  is  (inful,  and  that  it  is  a  renunciation  of 
**  the  catholic  faith  to  deny  their  right  to  de- 
"  pofe  princes  J !"  Such  are  the  means 
the  layman  adopts  in  order  to  "  gratify 
"  his  defire  of  feeing  our  religion  pra6lifed 
"  in  its  primitive  purity,  and  of  freeing  its 
•*  profcffors  fromodium^  !'* 

Yet  notwilhftanding  the  layman   acknow- 
kid^cs,   that  the  bifhops  and  clergy  have  ab- 

♦  2  Let.  pages  evil,  cvlli. 

"t   Further  ObfervaiknSfp,l<)6» 
X  Ibid.  p.  202. 
J  I  Let.  p,  38. 
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jured  the  depofing  power,  he  does  not  appear 
to  admit,  that  they  have  ahandoned   the  prin- 
ciple itfelf.     Hence  he  afcribes  the  refufal  of 
the  former  to  take  that  exploded  oath,  which 
they   condemned,  and  he   fupported,  not  to 
any  confcicntious  obje6lions,    though     thefe 
have  been  admitted  as  well-founded  by  the  le- 
giflature  itfelf,  but  to  "  a  fear  of  diminifhing 
"  the  papal  prerogatives*."     With  the  fame 
candor  and  veracity  he  has  faid,  and  has  lately 
repeated,  that  the  promotion  of  a  certain  gen- 
tleman **  met  with  oppofition,  becaufe  he  rc- 
"  fufed  to  facrifice  the  welfare  of  the  catho- 
**  lies  of  this  kingdom  to  the  pretenfions  of 
"  the  court  of  Romet,  thereby  fignifying  that 
all  thofe  who  oppofe  the   above   mentioned 
oath,   were   abettors   of  the  depofing  power. 
In  fhort,  the  fame  is  the  ground  of  the  above 
mentioned  pofition  fo  alarming  to  the    nation 
fo  injurious  to  the  catholic  clergy,  and  of  lo 
pernicious  a  tendency   to  tne  welfare  of  the 
body  in  general,  namely,  that  '^  as  long  as  our 
"  prefent  eccleliaftical  governTient   remains, 
"  neither  the  principles  nor  the  allegiance  of 
"  the  catholic  clergy  are  fecure."     Who  is 

*  F.  Ohf.  p.  197. 
■      f  I  Let.  p.  23. 

this 
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this  layman  that  thus  endeavours  to  rendef 
the  honefty  and  the  loyalty  of  the  whole  ca- 
tholic clergy  of  England  fufpeded  to  govern- 
ment and  to  their  fellow-citizens?  They  have 
folemnly  pledged  their  allegiance  to  their  gra- 
cious fovereign,  and  have  abjured  all  civil  and 
temporal  jurifdiclion  in  any  foreign  Jlate,  pfince 
or  prelate^  and  the  moft  diltinguiflied  members 
of  the  legiflature  were  convinced  that  the 
confcientious  fcrupulofity,  with  which  wc 
■weighed  the  terms  of  our  oath,  was  the  beft 
pledge  of  our  fidelity  in  keeping  it.  By  what 
right  then,  and  upon  what  grounds,  dares  any 
man  ftand  forward  and  fay,  that  we  are  not  to 
be  trufted  upon  our  oath,  and  that  "  neither 
**  our  principles  nor  our  allegiance  are  at 
"  prefent  fecure  ?*'  Is  there  no  way  by  which 
an  Englifh  catholic  can  prove  his  integrity 
and  his  loyalty,  except  by  enrolling  himfelf 
in  clubs  of  pretended  friends  of  the  people,  and 
profefling  to  reform  the  legiflature  ? 

Before  I  difmifs  the  prefent  fubjeft,  I  muft 
not  forget  one  capital  manoeuvre  of  the  lay- 
man, the  ill  fuccefs  of  which,  and  the  motives 
which  led  hifn  to  attempt  it,  he  has  fince 
pointed  out,  with  more  candor  than  I  could 
have  expcded.     In  his  eagernefs  to  overturn 

that 
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that  ecclefiaftical  government,  which  he  has 
found  to  be  fuch  an  infuperable  bar  to  his  new 
formularies  of  faith,  and  projected  alterations 
in  difciplinc,  he  has  not  failed  to  reprefent  our 
catholic  bifhops  as  "  fworn  fubjefts  and  vaf- 
"  fals  *"  of  a  foreign  prince,  being  bound  to 
him  by  "  an  explicit  oath  of  allegiance," 
which  allegiance,  he  fays,  is  "  of  a  temporal 
*'  nature,  and  incompatible  with  the  duty  they 
•*  owe  to  the  government  of  their  countryt,*' 
and  that  the  difgraceful  oath,  which  the  weak 
and  unhappy  King  John  made  at  the  feet  of 
Pandulph  "  had  no  other  expreffions  in  it 
"  than  arc  contained  in  the  pontifical  oath, 
**  only  with  the  variation  of  neceflary  circum- 
"  ftaneesj."  He  has  even  gone  fo  far  as  to 
maintain,  upon  my  putting  the  queftion  to 
him§,  that  it  is  one  and  the  fame  thing  to  fwear 
in  the  words  of  the  pontifical,  /  will  ajfijl  the 
Pope  to  preferve  and  defend  the  popedom^  and  the 
royalties  of  St,  Peter ^  favingmy  order ^  that  is  to 
fay,  within  the  cojnpafs  of  my  fpiritual  duties^  as 
it  would  be  to  fwear,  in  the  words  of  King 

•  2  Let.  pages  35,31. 

\  I  Lei.  pages  33,  35. 

X  2  Let.  p.  14. 

!i  D.  R. Paget -je,-]-], 

h  \  John*s 
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John's  oath,  Ituill  ajfijl  the  Pope  to  preferve  and 
defend  4he  kingdoms  of  England  and  Ireland^:  / 
— There  could  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  lay- 
man had  fome  important  and  darling  objeft 
in  view,  when  he  could  wade  through  fo  much 
ablurdity  in  the  attainment  of  it.  In  faft,  he 
has  acknowledged,  that  his  objeft  was  to  make 
the  legiflature,  on  a  late  occafion,  take  part  with 
him  in  the  abolition  of  the  oath.  "  The  only 
"  thing,''  he  fays,  "  for  the  legiflature  to  con- 
**  fider  then**  when  we  were  foliciting  an  aft 
of  toleration  "  was.  Whether  they  thought 
"  it  an  objeft  worth  their  attention,  to  infift 
"  on  its  being  dropped,  and  to  make  this  a 
"  condition  of  the  toleration  granted*.'*  I 
believe  every  one  is  convinced  that  the  legi- 
flature of  this  country  was  not  likely  fo  much 
as  to  think  of  our  biftiops  confecration  oath, 
unlefs  fome  officious  man  of  our  own  body 
had  fuggeftcd  it  to  them, — In  a  fubfequent 
paflagc,  the  layman  fignifies  that  it  was,  out  of 
contempt  of  our  bifiiops,  that  government  did 
not  think  proper  to  fccure  their  loyalty, 
"  knowing  the  party  which  the  catholic  bi- 
"  fliops  can  influence  in  this  country  is   too 

+  Further  Ohfervations,  p.  8o. 

*  Further  Ohfervations,  pages  8i,  82. 
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"  fmall  to  be  dreaded*."  The  faft  is,  the 
legiflature  does  not  defpife  the  catholic  bi- 
Ihops,  on  the  contrary,  it  relies  with  fecurity 
on  their  unfeigned  honefty  and  loyalty,  for 
preferving  the  principles  of  peace,  obedience 
and  morality,  which  are  the  bafis  of  all  go- 
vernment, amongft  the  catholics  in  general, 
and  particularly  amongft  that  order  of  them, 
who,  by  their  numbers  and  their  fervices  in  our 
cities,  and  on  our  native  element,  are  by  far 
the  moft  important  part  of  the  catholic  body 
in  the  eye  of  the  legiflature.  Nor  will  it,  I 
truft,  ever  be  found  to  have  mifplaced  its 
confidence  in  our  bifhops  and  clergy,  unlefs 
it  fiiould  appear  that  we  have  ftudied  a  diffe-« 
rent  code  of  morality  from  our  fufFering  bre- 
thren of  France.  In  the  mean  time  it  will  be 
impoffible  for  any  perfon  to  preferve  either 
the  religion  or  even  the  exterior  appearance 
of  a  Catholic,whoby  refufing  to  hear  the  churcht 
t  fpeaking  to  us  in  her  paftors,  rejefts  the  on- 
ly catholic  rule  both  of  morals  and  of  faith. 

*  Ibid.  /.  83. 

+  St.  Mat.  c.  iS.  V.  17.      If   hf  ixiill  not  hear   the 
church,  let  him  be  to  thee  as  a  heathen  or  a  publican, 
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Appendix,  No.  L 


jcopy  of  a  letter  to  his  holinisi 
pope  pius  vi.  by  the  vicar  gene- 
ral and  a  majority  of  the  clergy 
of  the  southern  district,  referred 
to  above,  p.  136. 

beatissime  pater, 

-• 

'UM  profanarum  novitatum  infelix  ftu- 
dium,  &  imprimis,  in  fedem  apoftolicam  non 
minus  immeritum  &  perfidum,  quam  impium 
&  exitiale  odium  tot  provincias,  olim  intiger- 
rimas  &  fideliffimas,  infecerit;  &,  quod  maxi- 
me  dolemus,  cum  haec  eademconiagionoftrum 
exiguum,  in  hac  infula,  ovile  intattum  non  re- 
liquerit,  nos  Miffionarii  Apoftolici  in  diflriQu 
LondinenC,  non  abs  re  fore  judicavimus,  fi, 

ad 
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ad  pedes  fcommunis  fidelium  Patris  provolutij 
ab  hujus  fermenti  fufpicione  nofmet  expur- 
gemus. 

Deo  igitur  fifi,  San6litati  veftras  profite- 
inur  nullam  nos  rerum  temporalium  aut  fpem 
aut  metum  a  centre  Unitatis  immoto,  fcilicet 
a  veftra  fuperpetram  fundata  fcde,  pofTe  avel- 
lere:  fic  autem  nos  effe  paratos,  quae  Caefaris 
funt,  Caefari  reddere,  id  eft,  fidelitatem  &  ci- 
vilem  fubjeftionem  Regi  noftro  clementiffimo, 
ac  Senatui  aequifSmo ;  ut  tamen,  quae  Dei 
funt,  Deo  reddamus,  id  eft,  in  rebus  fpiritua- 
libus,  plenam  obedientiam  ecclefiae  &  fupre- 
mo  ipfius  capiti,  fanflitati  veftrae. 

In  hac  autem  fedc  divinitus  conftituta 
non,  utquidam,  a  refto  tramite  aberrantes,  vo- 
lunt  merum  primatum,  &  magni  nominis  um- 
bram,  fed  veram  paftoralem  jurifdi6lionem 
agnofcimus;  quam  ficut  ecclefiae  univerfali, 
fic  etiam,  fpeciali  modo,  noftras  in  hac  infula 
ecclefiae  utiliflimam,  beneficentiflimam  Sc 
prorfus  neceflariam  fuifie,  gratis  animis  pro- 
fitemur;  quippe  quae  bis  ab  infidelitate,  & 
toties  ab  haerefi  majorcs  noftros  revocaverit; 
quaeque  nofmet  in  re6ta  fide  &  unitate  ecclc- 
fiai' jam  confervet  &  tueatur. 

Ouandoquidem  autem  hujus  paftoralis  ju- 
rifdiQionis,  quae  raaxime  in  providendis  eccle- 

fiis 
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{lis  de  dignis  paftoribus  verfatur,  quofdam 
pertaedeat,  qui  etiam  ilium  dignifTimum  pa(lo« 
rem,  quern  huic  diftriclui  nupcr  praepofuit 
fanftitas  veftra,  reverendiflimum  Doniinumin 
Chrifto  Patrem,  Joannem  Douglafs,  nobis  in- 
gratum  <&  invifum  efie  forfan  calurnniantur; 
nos  contra,  fanftitati  veftrae  alta  voce  declara- 
mus,  nullis,  nifi  Paftoris  Univerfalis,  manibus, 
attenta  ecclefiae  difciplina,  &  peculiari  ftatu 
hujus  ecclefiae,  banc  curam,  falva  re  caibolica» 
committi  pofle ;  adeo  autem  nobis  non  diC- 
plicere  quem  fanftitas  veftra  nobis  praefecit^ 
ut,  c  contra,  quo  majus  nil  dici  poteft,  dignum 
eum  efle  conclamemus,  qui  Apoftolicoruni 
iftorum  occupet  fedem  virorum,  quos,  ab  ipfa 
redintegratione  epifcopalis  muneris  inter  nos, 
huic  diftri6lui,  Sedes  Apoftolica  deftinavit. — 
Devotis  animis  exofculamur  pedes  fanftitatis 
veftrae,  8c  apoftolicam  benediftionem  enixe 
flagitamus  infra  fcripti,  fanQitatis  veftrae  hu-? 
milimi  &  devotiffimi.  Sec. 

Londini^  die  28  J^w///>  i79t» 


I^.B. 
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N.  B.  This  letter  was  figned  by  the  Vicar 
Geaeral,  the  Dean  of  the  Chapter,  the  Pro- 
curator of  the  Clergy,  the  heads  of  the  Reli- 
gious orders  and  others,  the  moft  refpeftable 
clergymen  of  the  diftrift,  to  the  number,  in 
all,  of  forty-eight.  The  names  of  ihefe  are 
not  here  inferted  for  fear  of  conveying  the 
moft  diftant  cenfure  on  thofe  gentlemen, 
■whom  either  there  was  an  impoflibility  of 
confuUing,  or  who  only  objefted  to  the  expe~ 
diency  of  the  addrefs. — Let  it  fuffice  to  fay 
that  a  great  part  of  thofe  alluded  to  have  fince 
Cgnified  their  approbation  of  the  meafure, 
and  that  no  one  individual,  either  before  or 
fince,  is  known  to  have  fignified  his  difappro- 
bation  of  the  fentiments  contained  in  the  let- 
ter.— To  this  letter  a  moft  edifying  anfwer 
•was,  according  to  the  direflions  of  his  Holi- 
linefsj  returned  by  Cardinal  Antonelli  Prefeft 
of  the  Congregation,  dated  September  30^ 
1791,  which  has  fmce  been  publifhed. 
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Appendix,  No.  II. 


N.  B.  The  zvriter  of  the  fjll owing  letter  exprejftd^ 
in  the  preface  to  his  work  intil!ed.  The  Divine  Right 
of  Epifcopacy,  the  extreme  repugnance  he  felt  to  enter 
into  any  public  difcujfion  of  thefubjetl  treated  of  below. 
But  it  appears  that  the  editor  of  the  Appendix  No. 
VI I.  in  the  third  Blue  Book,  was  refolved  on  forcing 
him  to  take  this  ntcffary  atl  of  felf  defence;  by  exhi- 
biting  him,  a  fee  and  time,  and  in  a  more  public  man- 
ner, as  an  impoflor,  who  had  affumcd  an  authorized 
chara&er  with  the  legxjlature,  without  a  deputation 
from  any  one  whomfotver,  and  in  behalf  of  thovfands 
of  catholics  who  had  no  exifcence  aet  all^  and  as  an  in- 
cendiary, who  oppofed  a  public  jneafure,  viz.  the  adop- 
tion of  the  late  exploded  oath,  which  was  approved  of  by 
the  whole  body,  except  b^  himfef  and  three  namelefs  indi- 
viduals. This  is  the  light  in  which  he  mufl  appear,  and 
has  appeared  to  per  fans  who  judge  from  the  ftate  of  fa8s ; 
hence,  upon  the  reprinting  of  this  paper,  he  became 
pledged,  to  one  of  the  fir ji  charaHers  m  this  nation,  to 
take  the  fir jl  opportunity  of  his  appearing  before  the  pub- 
lic to  vindicate  hinftlf  from  the  [aid  foul  afperfions. 
— lie  expcds  no  other  than  that  the  meafure,  he  noxu 
takes,  will  be  condemned,  as  an  attempt  to  revive  our 
late  unhappy  dij'putes,  by  many  per  fens,  who  Jail  to 
put  themfelves  in  hisfiluation,  or  who  will  not  dijlin- 
M  m  g^fii 
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guifli  heiioeen  ihe  wantonnrfs  of  an  unjujl  attack  and 
the  necejfily  of  a  jufl  defence.  In  fad,  he  has  often 
been  witnr/s,  the  injiantfome  violent  blow  has  been  dif 
charged,  to  the  outcry  that  has  been  raifed  again Jl  the 
turbulent  and  hojlile  tendency  oj  an\  attempt  to  parry 
it.  Tolled  and  pledged  as  the  author  is  to  puhltjh  a 
full  refutation  oJ  that  paper,  in  the  tafl  Blue  Book, 
which  is  pointed  againjt  kirafelf,  on  (kis  itsjecond  ap' 
*  pearance,  he  ntverthelefs  can  dtclare,  with  the  utmojl 

fmceiity,  thai  it  is  Jar  from  his  intention  to  throw  any 
refleSlion  on  the  Gentlemen  of  the  Comrniiie:  th^m /elves* 
They,  like  every  ether  fet  qfmen,  who  are  engaged  in 
concerns  of  the  fame  niagnitude,  were  und^r  the  indif- 
penfible  necejfiy  of  aBing  by  agents,  fuch  as  they  could 
procure,  to  whoje  information  thty  were  obliged  to  trujl, 
and  by  zvhom  almqjl  the  whole  detail  of  bufinefs  mujl, 
of  courfe,  have  been  tranfaiJed.  He  Jkall  therefore 
continue  to  think,  until  fu  is  convinced  to  the  contrary, 
that  xvhatever  bad  or  unpleafant  confquences  have  re- 

fullcifrom  our  late  corUe/ls,  and,  in  particular,  the 
necejfity  of  a  contejl  at  all,  have  been  owing  to  the  mifn- 

forfnalion  or  rr.ijmancgemei.t  of  the  perfons  inqueflion. 
J  he  author  does  not  fay  it  now,  for  the  fir Jl  time,  but 
he  has  uniformly  ajjcr ted  that  the  Gentlemen  oJ  the  late 
Committte  are  no  more  anfwerable  for  the  contents  of 
ihe  Blue  Books  in  general,  and,  in  particular,  for  the 
Jpppendix  No.  VII.  in  the  lajl  of  them,  which  i%  the 

fubjetl  of  the  following  letter,  than  the  fovereign  is  for 
his  pfficialfpeeches,  or  than  the  client  is  for  the  pleadings 
oJ  his  counfel,  or  the  btiefs  of  his  attorney. — Should 
ilic  o^tnli,  with  whom  he  is  contending^  whofoever  they 

may 
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maybe,  think  them/elves  a  [^grieved  by  the  pre fent  pub- 
lication, he  takes  this  occafion  to  inform  them  that  it 
is  to  himfelf  alone  they  are  to  look  for  fatisJaElion,  no 
other  perjbn  being,  in  the  mqfl  remotemanner,  concerned 
in  it)  and  he  hopes  it  will  not  be  thought  too  great  a 
prefumption  in  him,  to  place  himjtlf  upon  a  level  with 
ihenias  men  0/ letters. 


COPY  OF  A  LETTER  to  a  CATHOLIC 
GENTLEMAN. 

Sir, 

JL  HAVE  received  the  pamphlet  you  have 
forwarded  to  me  by  the  coach  *,  of  which  in- 
deed I  before  poflelTed  a  copy,  and  likewife 
your  letter  by  the  poft,  dated  the  15th  inftant, 
in  which  you  exprefs  a  wifh  to  hear  what  I 
have  to  fay  to  that  part  of  the  pamphlet  which 
relates  to  my  own  condutl,  in  a  certain  public 
bulinefs,  and  to  the  much  talked  of  interview 

atN k  H— fet. 

The  firft  thing  I  have  to  fay.  Sir,  is,  that 
I  cannot  but  confider  the  original  compofition 
of  the  inftrument  in  queftion,  and  much  more 

*  The  third  Blue  Book. 

+  Sec  the  State  of  Fads,  ibid,  pp.  41,  fz. 

M  ui  2  fo 
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{o  the  prefent  republication  of  it,  to  have 
been  made  without  the  participation  of  the 
refpeftablc  perfonages,  whofe  name  it  bears  *, 
and  that  the  editor,  whoever  he  may  be,  is  not 
likely  to  meet  with  the  thanks  of  his  principals 
for  his  pains.  This  is  the  opinion  I  fhall  conti- 
nue to  entertain,  until  I  have  convincing  proofs 
to  the  contrary.  Surely  never  were  men  of 
honor  and  upright  principles  fo — ill  ferved,  ei- 
ther in  the  political  or  theological  line,  as  the 
perfonages  referred  to.  In  confequence  of 
the  mifcondu6l  of  their  agents,  in  the  former 
department,  they  pafs,  in  the  eyes  of  the  pub- 
lic, to  have  fuffered  a  defeat  from  men,  who 
3re  certainly  liitle  fliilled  in  the  tranfaftion  of 
bufinefs,  and,  through  the  ignorance  of  their 
divines,  in  attempting  to  guard  againft,  what 
they  were  taught  to  confider  as  the  errors  and 
oppreffions  of  their  paftors,  they  have  ab- 
jured the  right  of  thefe  paftors,  to  pronounce 
upon  do6lrinal  matters,  within  their  refpeftive 
flocks  t,  and  have  fubfcribed  two  feveral  in-, 

ftruments 

*  I  obferve  that  a  material  alteration  has  been  made 
in  the  feledlion  of  matter  for  the  appendixes,  even  after 
the  printing  of  the  Committee's  Letter.  See  pages  15 
and  17. 

+  Sec  the  Encyclical  Letter  of  the  21ft  of  Oftober, 

1789, 
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ftrumcnts,  the  fird  publication  of  whicli  made 
the  ears  of  all  pious  catholics  tingle  with  hor«« 
ror,andthe  "overweaning  attachment  to  which 
"  over  hafty  refolution,"  to  make  ufc-of  a 
refpeBable  bifhop's  words*,  is  a  lading  fubjeft 
of  fcandal  amongfl  us,  and  the  worft  remain^, 
ing  efFeft  of  our  late  unhappy  diflentions. 

But  in  no  particular,  Sir,  were  your  refpeft- 
able  friends  of  the  late  Committee  fo  unfor- 
tunate as  in  the  choice  of  their  writers.  They 
had  men  of  tried  abilities,  no  lefs  than  of  cha- 
raBcr,  amongft  themfelves,  who,  had  they 
guided  the  pen,  would  certainly  have  advanced 
nothing  that  was  not  well  authenticated  or  well 
reafoned,  nothing  but  what  equally  became 
them  as  gentlemen  fcholars  and  as  chriftians ; 
whereas,  by  employing  inferior  agents,  who 
had  not  the  fame  chara6ter  to  fupport,  and 
who  had  moreover  their  own  private  refent- 
ments  to  gratify,  feveral  of  the  very  firft  of 
thofe  names,  which  claim  an  hereditary  vene- 
ration and  gratitude  from  the  catholic  body, 
are  feen  affixed  to  long  and  intricate  difler- 

1789,  and  that  of  Jan.  21ft,  1791,  and  the  Appeal  and 
Proteft,  2  Blue  Book,  pp.  29,  30. 

*  See  the  Letter  of  the  Hon.  and  Right  Rev.  T 

T 1. 
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lations  upo  theological  and  hiftorical  fub- 
jefts,  which  every  one  is  convinced  are  fo- 
reign to  the  pnrfuits  and  ftudies  of  thefe  genr- 
tlemdi,  and  which,  in  faft,  are  found  to  be 
one  tiffue  of  errors,  mifreprefentations  and 
downright  contradi6tions,  worked  irp  in  a 
web  of  hollow  fophillry,  in  a  patch-work  ftyle-, 
and  frequently  in  moft  unmeafured  terms.  I 
affert  nothing  here.  Sir,  but  what  I  have  a- 
bundant  materials  by  me  in  readinefs  to  prove. 
Sb<  uld  I  evfci*  think  this  undertaking  neceffa- 
ly  for  the  fervice  of  religion,  which  I  hope 
will  never  be  the  cafe,  I  can  eafily  throw  afide 
the  broad  yEgis  of  the  Committee's  name,  be- 
hind which  thefe  writers  infult  their  antago- 
nilts,  and  boaft  that  they  are  fafe  from  the  at- 
tacks oi unauthorized  individuals*,  I  will  con- 
vince thefe  gentlemen,  whofe  names  are  thus 
mifeinploytd,  that  they  neither  can  nor  ought 
toprotetl  the  ignorance^,  fal'ehood  or  fophiftry 
of  others;  and  that  there  is  no  diftinftion  in 
the  republic  of  letters,  except  what  arifes 
from  fuperior  abilities  and  information.  At 
preleiit  however  1  have  nothing  to  do  with 
any  partof  the  Blue  Books,  except  with  that,  in 
which  1  am,  by  name,  fo  fliapiefuUy  mifrepre- 

»  See3B.  B.  p.  i8. 

fented 


C  273   ] 

fented  to  the  public ;  though  I  forefee  it  will 
be  impoflible  for  me  to  execute  the  tafl;  I  am 
now  entering  upon,  of  reviewing  the  theolo- 
gical writings  of  my  lay-  antagonift,  without  un- 
ravelling the  whole  texture  of  mi freprefented 
fafts,  in  the  hiftory  of  our  ancellors  fince  the 
Reformation,  which  occurs  in  the  abovcmen- 
tioned  works,  no  lefs  than  in  thofe  which  I  am 
direftly  combating. 

However  difpleafing  the  aflertion  has 
proved,  that  the  bifhops  and  their  friends  were 
taken  by  furprize,  when  the  bill  was  brought 
into  the  houfe,  yet  nothing,  you  may  depend 
upon  it.  Sir,  is  more  true.  We  flattered  our- 
felves  to  the  laft,  that  the  few  verbal  altera- 
tions in  the  oath,  which  were  eflential  to  the 
relief  of  our  confciencqs,  and  which,  we  were 
convinced,  could  form  no  objeft  of  import- 
ance in  the  eye  of  the  legiflature,  would  be 
granted  to  thofe  prayers,  which,  with  the  ear- 
neftnefs  and^humility  of  captives,  begging  for 
their  lives,  we  put  up,  not  only  to  the  Com- 
mittee themfelves,  but  likewife  to  every  one, 
whom  we  judged  to  have  influence  over,  or 
intereft  with  them.  Unfortunately  thofe  gen- 
tlemen were  deceived  by  the  mifinformation 
of  their  agents,  as  we  were  by  our  fond  hopes: 
hence  the  notice,  in  the  newlpapers,  that  Mr. 

Mitford 
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Mitford  had  obtained  leave  to  bring  in  his 
bill,  which,  under  ihe  guife  of  toleration,  we 
knew,  contained  daggers  for  us,jwho  could  not 
digeft  the  civic  oath  which  formed  part  of  it, 
was  a  peal  of  thunder  in  our  ears.  It  was 
at  this  period  that  our  bifliops,  looking  around 
them,  on  every  fide,  for  afliftance,  thought 
proper  to  call  me  up  to  London  and  to  alTo- 
ciate  me  with  their  other  friends,  then  upon 
the  fpot,  for  the  purpofe  of  making  what  in- 
tereft  we  could  that  one  of  the  old  approved 
forms  of  oath  might  be  introduced  into  the 
bill,  ihftead  of  that  equivocal  and  dangerous 
form  which  was  then  propofed.  I  according- 
JfJg'y*  ^'^^  ^y  P^'"^  waited  upon  feveral  mem- 
bers of  the  legiflature,  in  quality  of  an  agent 
of  the  catholic  bifliops.  The  bifliops  them- 
felves,  and  other  refpeftable  gentlemen,  wait- 
ed upon  or  wrote  to  others.  We  explained 
to  them  the  grounds  of  our  objeftions  to  the 
form  of  oath  then  propofed ;  and  I  muft  fay, 
for  myfelf,  that  I  had  no  reafon  to  be  diffa- 
tisfied  either  with  the  reception  I  met  with 
from  thefe  honorable  perfonages,  or  the  fuc- 
cefs  of  my  negociations  with  them.  Still 
however,  in  the  courfe  of  the  very  few  days, 
that  were  to  pafs  before  the  appointed  day  for 
introducing  the  bill,  it  waS  impoflible  to  make 

a  per- 
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a  pcrfonal  application  to  any  confiderablc 
number  of  them.  Hence,  by  the  advice  of 
a  member  of  parliament,  I  took  the  ufual 
ftep  in  fimilar  cafes;  that  is  to  fay,  I  drew 
up  and  caufed  to  be  diftributed,  in  the  lobby 
of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  copies  of  a  print- 
ed paper,  which  contained  the  arguments  on 
both  fides  of  the  queftion,  refpefting  fome 
of  the  leading  points  in  debate.  I  remember 
fending  you  one  of  thefe  papers,  the  title  of 
which  is,  FaEls  relating  to  the  prefent  Coiitejl 
amongjl  the  Roman  Catholics :  the  fame  to 
wliich  the  Appendix  No.  VII.  now  under 
confideration,  was  intended  as  an  anfwer.  The 
cft'eQ.  which  this  paper  produced  in. the  Houfe 
of  Commons,  was  far  beyond  my  moft  fan- 
guine  expetlations ;  and  the  bifhop  of  St, 
David's  was  plealed  afterwards  to  quote  it,  at 
fome  length,  in  his  immortal  fpeech  in  the 
Houfe  of  Peers*.  I  was  in  hopes  that  no 
farther  publications  of  this  fort  would  have 
been  ncceffary  ;  but,  about  the  time  the  bill 
was  ftopped,  at  the  motion  of  the  Attorney 
General,  to  allow  time  for  fuither  inquiries, 
I    perceived   a    compromifing   difpofition   in 

*  See  this  fpeech,  which  was  firft  publiflied  in  the 
Gent.  Mag.  and  has  fince  been  feparately  printed. 

N  n  fome 


fome  of  the  legiflators,  who  Were  evidehtly 
divided    between    their    humanity,    on    one 
hand,  and  their  political  connexions,  on  the 
other.     Every  idea  of  any  part  of  the  catho- 
lics remaining  fubje6l  to  the  penal  laws  was 
abandoned  ;  but  the  prevailing  opinion  then 
was    that    there    would    be  two    bills,    and 
that    the    protejlin^    catkolicSf    as    they   were 
then  called,  (for  they  themfelves,  at  that  pe- 
riod, funk  the  title  of  diJJenUrs)  would  be  the 
favored  party.     It  was  not  a  real  jealoufy  or 
uneafinefs,  on  this  account,  that  alarmed  the 
biftiops  and  their  friends,  but  they  were  fenfi- 
ble  that  fuch  a  meafure,  in  the  exifting  cir- 
cumftances,  could  not  fail  to  be  attended  with 
a  lading  fchifm  in  our  little  flock,  together 
with  all  the  mifchief  and  fatal  confequences 
incident  to  the  fame.     Hence  we  faw  the  ne- 
ceflity  of  exerting  ourfelves  in  order  to  avert 
the  impending  ftorm,  and  for  this  purpofc  to 
make  ufe  of  fuch  arguments  as  were  likely  to 
weigh  with  parliament,   by  proving  to  them 
that  there  was  no  juft  ground  whatfoever  for 
the  diftin6tion  that  was  then  in  contemplation, 
and  that  the  pretended  douceur,  of  blotting 
out  the  dead  letter  of  the  penal  laws,  would 
be  no  indemnification  to  us  for  the  real  dif- 
grace  and  other  evil  confequences  of  exhibit- 
ing 


ing  us,  in  the  eyes  of  our  fellow-fubje£ls,  at 
being  inferior  to  our  protefting  brethren,  ei- 
ther in  loyalty  or  integrity.  With  the  view 
of  making  thele  our  fentiments  known  to  the 
legiflature,  I  printed  and  diftributed,  in  the 
manner  I  had  done  before,  a  fecond  paper 
which  I  believe  you  have  alfo  feen,  intitled. 
Certain  Conjiderations,  &c,  * 

In  taking  this  open  and  decided  part  a- 
gainfl;  the  fears  and  prejudices  of  a  great  raa-i 
ny,  who  were  led  to  believe  that  the  altera- 
tion of  a  fingle  word  in  the  oath  would  be  at-* 
tended  with  the  lofs  of  the  bill,  (in  whffch 
pumber  I  include  the  greater  part  of  the  lattf 
Committee),  and  againft  the  policy  of  a  few 
who  encouraged  this  opinion,  and  who  dread- 
ed nothing  fo  much  as  any  change  in  thofe 
equivocal  terms,  which  were  exprefsly  fabri- 
cated to  prefent  one  face  to  catholics  and 
another  to  proteftants,  and  to  be  fufceptible 
of  whatever  interpretation  the  conveniency  of 
the  moment  might  require  t  s  in  taking  this 

part, 

♦  This  and  the  preceding  paper  are  both  to  be  had 
of  J.  P.  Coghlan. 

+  In  this  number  I  cannot  but  include  my  theologi- 
cal adverfary,  to  whofe  views  of  getting  rid  of  the  Pope'* 
power,  in  every  fhape,  particularly  in  the  application  to 
Rome  for  bulls  of  confirmation,  the  moil  equivocal  and 
N  n  2  dan^ious 
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part,  I  Fay,  I  expelled  warm  oppofuion  :  but 
I  expeded  it  to  be  made  on  a  different  fide 
froiji  that  on  which  I  felt  it.  I  conceived  I 
Ihould  have  been  encountere'd  with  manly 
reafoning;  and  I  little  thought  that  any  of 
my  opponents  would  rell  the  ilfue  of  our  im- 
portant conieft,  in  the  face  of  the  nation,  on 
the  queftion,  whether  John  Milner  and  three 
namelefs  individuals  were  the  only  perfons 
who  bad  confcientious  objeftions  to  Mr.  Mit- 
ford's  civic  oath  ?  In  fa6l.  Sir,  then  was  the 
time  for  thofe  "firft  men  in  the  kingdom, 
«*  ^ho  are  deeply  verfed  in  every  fpecies  of 
**  legal  and  conftitutional  information*,"  and 

dangerous  part  of  the  oath  was  fo  admirably  adapted. 
In  faft,  if  he  is  capable  of  inferring,  from  our  declara- 
tion in  1778,  where  we  afferted  that  "  our  diffent  from 
**  the  legal  eftablifliment,  in  matters  of  religion,  was 
**  purely    confcientious."    that    we    had    call   off    the 
Pope's  claim  to  confirm  our  bilhops.    See  Letter  to  Cath, 
CLf  2  edit.  pp.  77,  78.     What  would  he  not  have  faid, ' 
and  how  could  he  have  been  refuted,  had    we  fworn,' 
that  "  no  foreign  church  or  prelate  ,  .  .  hath,  or  ought 
**  to  have,  any  jurifdidicn  within  this  realm,  that  can 
"  direftly  or  indireftly  interfere  with  the  laws  thereof," 
when  he,  on  fo  many  occafions,  reminds  us  of  the  cxprefs 
law  which  forbid*  the  reception  of  bulls  of  confirmation, 
and  all  fuch  like  inftruments? 
♦  Sec  I  D,  B.  p.  6. 

who 
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who  were  faid  to  underftand  ihc  oath  in  the 
fenfe  of  the  writer,  whofe  words  I  have  quot- 
ed; then  was  the  time,  for  them  to  have  ap- 
peared, in  order  to  confirm  this  teftimony,  and 
to  laugh  to  fcorn  our  alledged  trifling  and 
fcholaftic  objeQions  *.  But  the  event  turned 
out  to  be  very  different;  for  both  in  parlia- 
ment and  out  of  parliament,  our  arguments 
wer€  treated,  by  the  firfl  men  in  the  nation, 
with  the  utmoft  refpeft,  and  admitted  to  be 
well  grounded  upon  catholic  principles  t.     In 

fhort, 

*  I  remember  when  an  amendment  to  that  part  of 
Mr.  Mitford's  oath  which  relates  to  t\ie  forgi'venefs  af  Jtn^ 
was  propofed  by  a  liberal  minded  member  of  the  Houfc 
of  Commons,  as  a  falvo  in  favor  of  infant -baptifm,  that 
an  attempt  was  made  to  excite  the  fame  mirth  in  the 
gallery  of  that  hoiife,  which  had  been  fo  often  raifed,  on 
the  fame  fubjed,  out  of  it ;  and  that  a  fudden  damp  was 
caft  on  this  merriment,  by  the  firft  oraror  of  the  houfe, 
when  he  rofe  to  fecond  the  amendment,  and  proved  that 
there  was  fomething  more  than  a  fcholaftic  fubtility  con- 
tained in  our  objedion. 

+  I  cannot  omit  here  to  mention  the  declaration  of 
that  Noble  Peer,  who  was  the  avowed  author  of  the  Pro- 
teftation,  and  whofe  alledged  meaning  has  been  fo  often 
reforted  to,  which  I  and  many  others  heard  him  make  at 
the  third  reading  of  the  bill  in  the  Houfe  of  Lords,  name- 
ly, that  'vbhere'ver  the  latxis  of  the  land  and  the  laius  of  she 
church  'were  in  oppfition^  the  catholics ^  viho  Jigned  the  Pro- 

tejiatiottt 
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Ikon,  Sir,  it  was  becaufe  we  were  invincible 
on  the  ground  of  common  fcnfe  and  common 
juftice,  that  the  miferable  and  ineffeQual  ex- 
pedient of  difputing  the  commiOion,  under 
which  the  agents  of  the  bifliops  afted  was  re- 
Ibrted  to,  I  fhall  here  give  you  a  copy  of 
'  the  letter  I  received  to  this  efFeft,  figned  by 
one  noble  peer,  two  baronets,  ten  clergymen, 
and  thirteen  laymen,  the  original  of  which  is 
ftill  in  my  poiTeffion. 

London,  9  March,  1791, 
Sis, 

**  We  have  feen  two  printed  papers  which 
were  diftributed  to  the  members  of  the  Houfe 
of  Commons,  figned  by  you,  in  which  it  is 
averted  that  you  a6l  in  the  name  of  many 
thoufands  of  the  £ngli(h  catholics,  and  of 
three  out  of  four  of  the  chief  of  the  clergy, 

**  Not  being  apprifed  of  any  meeting  hav- 
ing taken  place  to  appoint  you  to  a6t  in  the 
name  of  any  number  of  the  EngUfti  catholics; 
anxious  leaft  the  public  fhould  imagine  we 
had  fan£lioned  ihofe  printed  papers,  and  not 
conceiving  it  poflible  that  a  private  individ- 


tefiation,  had  renomcei  the  latter  and  fledged  them/ehes  t* 
adhere  td  the  firmer,  &c. 

ttal 


ual  ftiould  be  fo  imprudent  as  to  obtrude  h\t 
fentiments  unauthorized  on  a  fubjeft  on  which 
fo  many  catholics  are  perfe6lly  unanimous; 
we  call  on  you  to  produce  the  names  of  thole 
under  whofe  fanQion  you  have  made  fuch  an 
aflertion.     We  are. 

Sir, 

Your  moft  obedient  humble  Servants."^ 

The  Rev.  John  Milner. 


This  letter  did  not  come  to  my  hands  till 
twelve  o'clock  at  night,  and  a  verbal  meCTage 
was  left  fignifying  that  my  anfwer  to  it  was^ 
required  by  ten  o'clock  the  next  morning, 
IsJeither  my  health  nor  my  bufinefs  gav« 
leave  for  quite  fo  much  expedition.  And  in- 
deed I  found,  when  the  two  refpeftable  gen- 
tlemen, whofc  names,  I  obferve,  you  are  al- 

*  I  have,  on  this  public  occafion  fupprcfled  the 
names  of  the  fubfcribers,  becaufc  I  know  that  the  publi- 
cation of  them  would  be  difagreeable  to  fome  of  that 
number^  and  I  do  not  know  that  it  would  be  agreeable 
to  aay  of  them.  I  fliall  only  mention  that  one  of  the 
gentl'-men  who  took  the  needlefs  trouble  to  aflure  me  that 
I  wa  not  the  reprefentative  of  his  fentiments,  was  the 

celcbxated  William  MaxwelLj  M,  D. 

ready 
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ready  pofTefTed  of,'  did  m^  liie  honor  to  call 
upon  me  in  ihe.moroing,  that  ihey  were  then 
vaverfe  to  receiving  a  written  .anfwer  to  their 
letter,  and  preferred  the  mode  of  verbal  in- 
terrogatories.    They   even   iafiRed,  in   very 
high   terms,  and  with   a   clajm    to  authority, 
(which  however  they  .djd  not  produce,  at  the 
very  time  when  they  were  c^mandii^.g  to  fee 
mine)  that  I  fhould  give  verbal  anfwer*  to  the 
queftions  they  were  going  ^o  propofe-to  tne; 
until  I  convinced  them  that,  however  highly 
I  refpefted  their  individual  charafters,   I  did 
not  ftand  more  in  awe  of  their  ccmmifJion  or 
power,  than  they  dil  of  mine.     At  the  fame 
time  1  afligiied  an  unanlwerable  reafon  for  the 
preference  I  gave  to  the  returning  of  written, 
inftead  of  verbal  anfwers,  to  their  queftions, 
(requiring  only  the  interval  of  an  hour  for 
this  purpofe),  namely,  the  danger  of  verbal 
anfwers   being  mifreprefented,  a  glaring  in^ 
ftance  of  which,  I  urged,  had  lately  occurred 
in  the  conference  between  the  Bifhops  and  the 
Committee,  the  bad  effefts  of  which  mifrepre- 
fentaiion  remain  at  the  prefent  day.     In  the 
end  it  was  fettled  that  I  fliould  bring  my  writ- 
ten anfwer  to  N k  H — (e,  at  five  o'clock 

the  fame  evening.     I   cannot.  Sir,  here  but 
ftop  my  narrative  to  complain  to  you  of  a 

cruel 
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cruel  ncgleCl  of  me  and  my  chara6ter,  ori  the 
part  of  the  gentlemen  above  alluded  to.  They 
were  incapable  themfelves  of  mifreprefeniing 
what  paffed  at  the  interviews,  with  which  they 
honored  me ;  but  they  muft  be  fenfible  that 
what  then  paffed  has  been,  and  flill  is,  mifre* 
prefented  among  the  catholics  in  London,  as 
often  as  the  fubje£l  occurs.  I  every  where 
hear  it  faid  that  I  acknowledged  to  thefc 
gentlemen,  ray  having  a6led  without  any  au- 
thority at  all,  in  the  public  part  I  had  taken, 
and  when  my  adverfaries  are  unable  to  attack 
this  on  any  other  (ide,  they  never  fail  to  re- 
proach me  in  fuch  terms  as  thefe.  Remember 

-what  you  confejfed  at  N- k  H—fe,     In  the 

State  of  Fa^Sy  now  under  confideration,  which 
was  publifhed  in  confequence  of  thefe  inter- 
views, and  circulated  amongft  the  members  of 
parliament,  it  is  thus  faid:  "He  (meaning 
**  myfelf)  confeffed  he  had  obtained  his  appoint- 
"  ment  of  thofe  three  perfons  (the  three  bi- 
**  fhops)  after  the  publication  of  this  paper," 
(my  fafts  relating  to  the  prefent  difputes); 
whereas  I  refer  you  to  ^the  honor  of  thofe 
gentlemen  whether  the  commiffion  I  produ- 
ced, though  not  committed  to  writing  until 
the  occafion  of  my  appointment  being  called 
in  queftion,  did  not  certify  that  /  had  hitherto 
O  o  aBed 
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afled  as  the  at^ent  of  the  hijliop^  and.  of  thofe  toko 
adhered  to  them  ?  and  whether  the  younger  of 
thefe  gentlemen  did  not, in  cxprefs  terms,  give 
up  the  objeQion  taken  to  the  date  of  my  com- 
miflion,  on  attending  to  the  tenor  of  it  ?  For 
furely  the  bifljops  could  employ  an  agent,  to 
vait  upon  members  of  parliament,  without 
figning  a  formal  letter  of  attorney  to  this  cf- 
feft.  In  {hort,  Sir,  having  come  forward  to 
give  thefe  gentlemen  whatever  fatisfaftion 
was  in  my  power,  and  with  that  refpeQ,  which 
was  due  to  their  fituation  and  charafters,  as  I 
am  told  they  have  fince  acknowledged,  hav- 
ing brought  no  feconds  or  witnefles  with  me; 
they,  though  pitted  againft  me,  in  a  general 
conteft,  were  my  guardians,  on  that  particular 
occafion.  I  entrufted  my  written  anfwer,  and 
the  certificate  of  my  employers,  to  their  hands. 
Hence  though  they,  as  well  the  reft  of  the 
fubfcribing  gentlemen,  were  free  to  make 
whatever  ufe  or  advantage  they  could  of  thefe 
two  inftruments,  they  ought  neverthelefs  to 
have  infiftcd  that  the  inftruments  themfelves 
or  extra6b  from  them,  Ihould  be  brought  for- 
ward, and  not  the  reports  of  others  upon  their 
meaning;  efpecially  as  I  had  infiftcd,  in  their 
hearing,  upon  giving  a  written  aiifwer,  for  the 

exprefs  purpofc  of  guarding  againft  that  mif- 
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reprcfentation,  which,  after  al),  I  was  doomed 
to  fuffer.  Here,  Sir,  is  a  copy  of  the  written 
anfwer  in  queftion  *,  to  which  I  fhall  fubjoin 
one  of  the  certificate  of  the  three  bifhops. 

My  Lord  and  Gentlemen, 

"I  am  honored  with  your  letter  of  yeftcr- 
day*s  date,  and  beg  to  aifure  you  that  the  leaft 
refpeQable  of  the  names,  which  I  fee  figned 
to  it,  would  individually  have  had  a  fufibcient 
claim  upon  me  for  that  explanation  which  you 
colledively  call  for. 

**  In  the  publications  you  complain  of,  no 
mention  being  made  of  any  name,  nor  any 
allufion  to  thofe  individuals,  whofe  fenfe  I 
fuppofed  myfelf  to  fpeak,  excepting  to  our 
ecclefiaftical  fuperiors,  I  conceive  the  appre- 
henfion  cxprefled,  of  thefe  papers  appearing 
to  the  public  to  have  had  the  honor  of  your 
fan£iion,  is  perfedly  groundlefs. 

*'  Theexpreflions  which  I  conceive  myfelf 
called  upon  to  explain  are  thefe  that  "  1  fpeak 
*'  the  fenfe  of  the  Roman  catholic  clergy  in  ge- 

*  As  I  write  from  the  rough  draught  of  my  letter, 

it  is  probable  that  fome  fmall  verbal  differences  between 
this  copy  and  the  original  may  occur;  but  none,  I  am 
confident,  that  can  affcft  the  fenfe, 

O  o  2  "neral. 
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**  neral,and  of  many  thoufands  of  his  majeny's 

"  other  loyal  fubjefts*,'*  and  that  I  write  on 
"  behalf  of  three  out  of  four  of  the  chief  Ro- 
"  man  catholic  ecclefiaftics  in  this  kingdom, 
"  and  of  many  thoufands  of  his  majefty's  other 
"  loyal  Roman  catholic  fubjecls  t."  I  muft 
premife  that  I  conceive  thefe  two  propofitions 
have,  in  the  prefent  circumftances,  the  fame 
import.  Sure  1  am  that  if  the  fenfe  of  the 
Roman  catholic  clergy  and  laity  can  be  fuffi- 
cicntly  made  known  to  government,  it  will 
readily  dilpenfc  with  the  tumultuous  formality 
of  aflembling  any  large  number  of  them  to  add 
an  ideal  confequence  to  their  proceedings. 

"  I  fay  thjen,  my  Lord  and  Gentlemen, 
that  it  is  plain  I  do  fpeak  the  fenfe  of  the 
heads  of  our  clergy,  as  will  appear  from  their 
common  public  letter,  dated  06t.  21,  1791, 
the  decifion  contained  in  which  has  fince  been 
renewed  by  three  out  of  four  of  our  prefent 
fuperiors,  in  another  public  letter  of  the  date 
of  Jan.  19,  in  the  prefent  year.  To  this  de- 
cifion, I  muft  inform  you,  that  three  parts 
out  of  four  of  the  catholic  clergy  in  this  me- 
tropolis, have  acceded,  within  thefe  few  weeks, 

•  Sec  Fa3s  relating  to  the  prefent  Cevtefi,  8cc, 
+  Certain  Cmfiieralions ,  &c. 
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by   their  perfona^  fignatuies.     With  rcfpeQl. 
to  the  body  at  large,  I  conceive  the  inclofcd 
printed  letter,  dated  Ja«.  i,  1790,  and  figncd 
by  55  clergymen  in  the  (ingle  county  of  Lan- 
cafter,  in  which  they  teftify  that  "fewof  ei^ 
"  ther  laity  or  clergy,'*  amongft  the  many 
thoufands  of  Roman  catholics  in  the  faid  coun- 
ty*, "will  take  the  oath  in  its  prefent  form, 
**  and  that  the  perfifting  in  k  would  certainly 
"  occafion  a  fchifm,**  1  conceive,   I  fay,  this 
^eftimony  to  be  fufficiently  conclufive.     Fi- 
nally, the  inclofed  teftimony  t  will  fhew  tha^ 
I  not  only  fpeak  the  fenfe  of  the  heads  of  the 
clergy,  with  the  exception,  perhaps,  of  one 
gentleman ;  but  that  the  general  outlines  of 
my  conduct   have  been  fanftioned  by  their 
authority.     In  fhort,  I  hardly  believe  there  is 
a  gentleman,  who  has  honored  me  with  his 
fignature  to  the  letter  I  yefterday  received, 
who  will  lay  his  hand  upon  his  breail  and  fay, 
that  he  is  perfuadei  I  do  not  fpeak  the  fenfe  of 
ihoifands  of  our  brethren  in  pointing  out  the 
prefent  oath,  as  exceptionable  in  point  of  doc- 

•  It  is  proper  to  obferve  that  the  original  of  the  faid 
printed  letter  purports  that  it  is  figned  by  the  fubfcribert 
*'  at  th  head  of  ^,QOO  catholics." 

A  Sec  the  certificate  quoted  below, 
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trine,  or  that  the  generality  of  the  Roman  ca- 
thoHcs  throughout  the  kingdom,  I  fpeak  at  leaft; 
■with  refpeft  to  number,  do  not  look  up  to  the 
three  head  clergymen,  whofe  names  appear 
in  the  prefent  teftimony,  with  a  reliance  on 
their  adopting  the  moft  effectual  means  in 
their  power,  for  procuring,  in  their  behalf, 
from  government,  an  orthodox  and  accurate 
teft  of  loyalty. 

"  My  Lord  and  Gentlemen,  I  am  loft  in 
furprize  that  you  fhould  find  it  extraordinary, 
even  in  an  individual,  when  his  deareft  rights 
are  at  ftake,  to  endeavour  to  bring  forward 
the  proofs  of  his  innocence  which  be  is  pof- 
feffed  of,  and  which  he  owes  to  his  judges  no 
lets  than  to  himfelf.  I  will  not  comment  on 
the  impreffion  the  paffing  of  the  bill,  as  it  was 
printed  and  difperfed  amongll  the  members  of 
parliament,  would  have  made  on  the  minds  of 
the  public,  with  refpeft  to  thofe,  who,  from 
confcientious  motives,  and  not  from  any  ad- 
iierenee  to  pretended  pernicious  principUs,  ob- 
jected to  I'he  wording  of  the  oath  :  I  only  call 
upon  you  to  fay  whether  a  more  private,  mo- 
derate and  refpettful  mode,  to  do  juftice  (I 
iv ill  repeat  it)  to  thoufands,  no  lefs  than  to 
myfelf,  conld  have  been  adopted,  than  that 
vhicb  has  been  adopted.     Had  popular  pam. 

phlets 


C    «89    ] 

pblets  been  written,  crying  out,  as  they  juRly 
might  have  done,  againd  the  fpirit  of  perfe- 
cution,  that  now  appears  under  the  raafk  of 
toleration,  what  a  ferment  at  this  moment 
vould  exift  in  the  nation  ? 

"  No  one  entertains  a  higher  refpefl  than 
I  do  for  the  noble  Lords  and  for  each  Gen- 
tleman of  the  Committee,  but  I  fhould  be 
forry  any  one  were  to  expofe  to  the  public 
the  adequatcnefs  of  their  reprefentation  of 
the  catholic  body.  Let  it  fuffice  to  fay  that 
in  the  county  of  Hants,  where  I  refide,  I 
have  inquired,  and  have  not  been  able  to  find 
more  than  three  or  four  perfons  who  were  in- 
vited by  the  fecretary,  or  otherwife,  to  concur 
in  choofing  reprefentatives,  or  to  attend  the 
meetings,  though  there  are  fix  ftationary  cler- 
gymen and  ten  congregations,  fome  of  which 
arc  very  numerous  and  relpectable,  in  the  faid 
county. 

**  As  far  as  the  necefTary  a6ls  of  felf-de- 
fence  which  I  have  adopted,  have  given  diH. 
pleafure  to  the  Gentlemen  of  the  Committee, 
or  to  their  friends,  they  give  me  difpleafure 
alfo ;  and,  I  truft,  no  perfonal  injuries  or  pro- 
vocations will  ever  carry  me  to  take  the  fteps 
that  are  here  complained  of.  In  the  mean 
linoLC  ibc  fame  zeal  for  the  purity  of  religion, 

which 
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which,  I  hope,  will  always  dilpofe  me  to  make 
every  other  conceflion  or  fubmiffion,  will, 
vith  the  grace  of  God,  reftrain  me  from  ever 
compromizing  in  matters  of  eternal  confe- 
quence.     With  unfeigned  refpeft,  I  am.  Sec,** 

J.  M. 

No,  4,  Caftle-Street,  Holborn, 
March  10,  i79i« 

Cofy  of  the  thru  Bi/hops*  Ceriijtcaff, 

•*  We  the  underfigned  tcftify  that  Mr. 
John  Milner  has  afted  as  our  agent,  and  on 
behalf  of  us,  and  of  thofe  perfons  who  confide 
in  us,  for  our  endeavours  to  obtain  of  the  le- 
giflature  a  corre6l  form  of  oath.  If  however, 
either  by  fpeech  or  writing,  be  has  advanced 
any  thing  improper  (we  having  confided  in 
him)  he  alone  is  accountable,  and  profefles 
himfelf  ready  to  anfwer  for  it." 

William  Cibsom, 
And  by  proxy  for  Charles  Walmesley* 
John  Douglass. 

Having  paid  attention  to  thefe  documents, 
And  to  the  fa6ls  above  related,  you  are  now. 
Sir,  enabled  to  form  a  proper  judgment  of  thdf 
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Appendix^  No.  VII.  in  the  laft  blue  book,  con- 
cerning which  you  call  for  my  opinion. 

The  title  and  preamble  of  this  paper  was 
intended  to  perfuade  the  legiflature  that  Mr. 
Mitford's  bill,  together  with  the  cenfured  oath, 
■which  was  the  hinge  on  which  it  turned, 
would  have  conveyed  relief  to  the  whole  body 
of  Englifh  Catholics,  except  the  four  perfons, 
mentioned  below;  but  of  this  more  here- 
after. 

The  firft  and  fecond  articles  affert  that  the 
Comittee  did  adequately  reprefent  the  whole 
catholic  body,  and  did  a6l  conformably  to  the 
inftruBions  they  received  from  that  body. — 
I  know.  Sir,  how  tender  your  feelings  are  up- 
on this  fubjeft,  I  fhall  therefore  fatisfy  my- 
felf,  firft  with  refering  to  the  opinion  of  our 
fenior  Vicar  Apoftolic,  in  the  paper  which 
immediately  follows  that  under  confideration, 
who  plainly  Signifies,  in  his  private  letter  to 
the  Committee,  (which  is  here  made  public,) 
that,  not  the  greater  part,  but  only  a  few  had 
been  confulted  in  what  related  to  the  whole 
body  *  :  2dly,  with  afferting  that  to  my  know- 
ledge, the  county,  in  which  I  refide,  and  the 
body  to  which  I  belong,  I  mean  the  Englift 

*  Sec  3  B.  B.  p.  44. 
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catholic  clergy,  were  neither  properly  reprc- 
fented,  nor  confuUed.  I  do  not  mean  here  to 
throw  any  refleftion  on  the  Committee  them- 
felvcs,  their  fecretary  has  affuied  us  that  his 
"  conftant  dire6lions  were  to  fend  letters  to 
**  every  catholic  of  any  kind  of  note  or  refpec- 
**  tabilityt;'*  and,  yet  the  clergy  in  general 
were  pointedly  neglefted,  on  thefe  occafions, 
even  thofc  amongft  them,  who,  like  myfelf, 
were  in  the  habit  of  being  honored  with  fre- 
quent letters  from  him,  upon  occafions  compa- 
ratively trivial,and  even  with  packets  of  paper* 
and  parchments,  when  fignatures  throughout 
the  country  were  to  be  obtained.  He  indeed 
affures  us,  in  the  above  quoted  publication, 
that  the  omiflion  in  queftion  was  "  not  owing 
"  to  heedlefsnefs  or  negled."  What  then 
was  it  owing  to,  except  ta  what  is  otherwife 
too  evident,  I  mean,  to  his  confidering  the 
catholic  clergy,  including  the  bifhops,  as  per- 
fons  of  no  kind  of  refpedlabilUy  ?  It  is  true.  Sir, 
that,  after  Parliament,  by  its  attention  to  us, 
had  raifed  us  to  a  certain  degree  of  confe- 
qucnce,  the  three  bifhops  and  fome  others  of 
us  were  honored,  by  this  gentleman,  with  letters 


+  Sec  the  printed  account  of  the  General  Meeting  at 
the  Cmva  and  Axcbor,  June  9,  1 79 1. 
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of  invitation  to  th«  laft  meeting  but  one,  a 
very  few  days  before  the  meeting  took  place, 
and  fix  weeks  after  other  perfons  were  in- 
vited: but  what  was  the  confequence  ?  At 
this  meeting  the  Grand  Vicar  of  this  diftrift 
moved  an  amendment  of  the  moft  conciliatory 
nature,  and  with  that  precifion  and  attention 
to  eilablifhed  forms,  which  is  natural  to  him. 
I  had  the  honor  of  feconding  this  amendment, 
and  yet,  a  party  of  perfons,  who  furrounded 
the  chair,  prevailed  in  refufing  to,  let  this 
amendment  be  put  to  the  votes,  and  fupprefied 
it  accordingly  was.  What  became  at  that  mo- 
ment, I  a(k  you.  Sir,  of  the  freedom  of  debate, 
of  the  inftrudions  of  conftituents,  and  of  fair 
reprefentation  ? 

The  third  article,  of  this  State  of  faBs^  re- 
lates to  the  framing  of  the  proteflation,  and  to 
the  important  objefl  of  it,  which  was  to  re- 
move prejudices,  and  to  prove  that  we  held 
no  pernicious  principles.  Much  has  been 
faid  of  the  falutary  effe8s  of  this  inftrumcnt, 
in  anfwering  the  above  mentioned  purpofe, 
as  if  the  writings  of  our  divines,  the  charaQer 
of  our  profcffed  enemies,  difplayed  inthe  riots 
of  the  year  1780,  the  exemplary  conduct  of 
the  body  at  large,  and  the  increafing  fpirit  of 
toleration  had  produced  no  effe6l  at  all;  and 
P  p  2  the 
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the  whole  merit  were  due  to  the  proteftation. 
But  how  this  inftrumcnt  would  have  been  lefs 
efFcftual,  if  it  had  been  accurately  worded, 
and  if  every  one  of  our  confcientious  difficul- 
ties had  been  obviated,  in  the  conftruftion  of 
it,  has  never  been,  and  never  will  be  in  the 
power  of  any  man  to  fhow. 

The  fourth  article  fpeaks  of  the  fignatures 
that  were  affixed  to  this  inftrument,  but  no 
mention  is  made  of  the  difficulty  many  perfons 
experienced  in  figning  it,  of  the  influence  and 
perfuafion  that  was  made  ufe  of  to  engage 
them  to  fign,  and  above  all,  of  the  explanations 
and  affurances  given,  for  the  fame  parpofe, 
under  an  alledged  authority  of  the  firft  men  in 
the  nation,  with  refped  lo  their  fenfe  of  the 
contefted  paffages.  I  cannothelp mentioning, 
on  this  occafion,  that,  in  my  hearing,  the  very 
clergyman,  whofe  example  I  confider  as  hav-» 
inghad  the  greateft  influence  over  his  brethren 
in  thefe  parts,  reproached  a  refpeftable  mem- 
ber of  the  late  Committee  with  hdiving  Jorced 
him  to  fubfcrihe.  You  will  of  courfe.  Sir,  un- 
derftand  this  expreffion  ir>  its  true  meaning, 
asexpreffive  of  the  iubfcriber's  extreme  re- 
luQancy  to  fign.  In  faQ:  he  did  not  fign,  after 
all,  without  taking  very  extraordinary  precau- 
tions for  afcertaining  the  orthodoxy  of  his 
picaning  on  that  occafion.    On  the  other  hand, 
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I  think  it  neceflary  to  give  you  a  fliort  ac- 
■count  of  my  own  behaviour,  on  this  trying 
occafion. — When  the  protellatiou  was  fcnt 
down  to  me,  confining  of  a  ftring  of  calum. 
nies,  brought  againft  the  te;nets  of  Catho* 
lies,  and  of  certain  anfwers  to  and  pro- 
teftations  againft  the  faid  calumnies, 
I  obferved  that,  though  the  accufations 
were  to  the  laft  degree  falfe  and  fcandalous, 
the  anfwers  were  far  from  being  accurately 
and  logically  pointed,  but  were  vague,  loofc 
and  declamatory,  from  which  falfe  inferences, 
in  matters  of  religion,  might  eafily  be  drawn. 
I  exprefled  this  in  a  letter  to  the  fecretary,  and 
intimated  a  wifli  to  confer  with  fome  learned 
divine,  whom  the  Committee  confulted,  upon 
the  fubjeft  of  my  objeflions.  Going  up  to 
London  foon  after,  to  the  annual  meeting  of 
the  clergy,  the  Reverend  Mr.  W- — s  was  fo 
good  as  to  fpend  near  an  hour  in  canvaffing 
thefe  difficulties  with  me,  I  cannot  poffibly 
forget  his  arguments,  becaufe  I  refted  my 
confcience  upon  them  in  one  of  the  moft  im- 
portant tranfaftions  of  my  life.  Accordingly 
I  have  a  thoufand  time  fince  revolved  them 
in  my  mind,  and  I  foon  after  even  committed 
them  to  writing.  This  gentleman  th'^n  admit- 
ted that  certain  paflages,  in  the  proteftation, 
were  not  accurate  and  proper,  when  confider- 
cd  apart,  but,  if  taken  with  the  refpeflive  pre- 
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ambles,  and  by  way  of  anfwcrs  to  the  objcftions 
therein  contained,  he  maintained  they  were 
not  liable  to  deceive,  and  might  therefore  be 
figned  with  a  fafe  confcience.  I  remember 
vc  difcuffed,  at  fome  length,  the  point  of  dif- 
penfing  with  oaths ;  his  arguments  were  new 
and  ingenious,  but  they  did  not  appear  to  mc 
convincing.  In  the  end,  (I  jfhall  never  forget 
his  words)  on  my  urging  the  neceffity  of  accu- 
racy, in  inRruments  of  this  nature,  he  anfwer- 
ed  with  fome  warmth.  Wc  all  know  the  infiru- 
mnt  ii  inaccurate,  but  what  ztmild^ou  have/rom 
pr&tejlants  and  laymen,  who  do  not  enter  into  our 
religious  dijficulties?  He  added  that  he  bimfelf 
had  procured  feveral  amendments  to  be  ad- 
mitted into  the  inftrument,by  the  noble  framers 
of  it,  one  of  which  he  mentioned,  and  that 
thev  would  not  be  teized  any  further  about  it. 
In  fliort,  I  faw  the  abfolute  neceffity  there 
was  of,  either  fitting  down  under  thofe  horrid 
charges,  rehcarfed  in  the  proteftation,  or  of 
denying  them,  in  a  fet  form  of  words,  which, 
though  inaccurate,  I  judged  was  not  liable  to 
deceive  my  countrymen,  to  whom  my  declara- 
tion was  uttered;  and)it  was  my  conviQion^  on 
this  head,  that  determined  me  to  add  my  name 
to  that  of  fo  many  rcfpeftable  and  confcien- 
tious  perfonages,  who,  like  myfelf,  had  been 

either 
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cither  dazzled  by  afluranccs,  confounded  by 
quibbles,  or  feduced  by  example.  But  when; 
Sir,  contrary  to  the  exprefs  affurances  we  had 
received,  at  the  time  of  our  fubfcribing,  this 
infirument  was  worked  up  into  an  oath,  in 
taking  which  we  were  to  affurne  a  new  name, 
when  the  preambles  were  omitted,  and  new 
objeftionable  matter  inferted;  when,  ahove 
all,  the  quellion  was  no  longer,  whether  we 
deceivedour  neighbour,  in  what  we  declared, 
but  whether  we  fpoke  the  exaO:  truth  before 
the  Deity,  whom  we  invoked,  you  mutt  allow. 
Sir,  that  the  ftate  of  the  buGnefs  was  greatly 
changed,  and  I  truft  you  will  henceforward 
give  up  that  eternal  reproach,  which  you  have 
made  to  me,  for  our  having  figned  the  pro- 
teftation,  and  yet  having  refufed  lo  take  the 
oath. 

But,  Sir,  a  more  important  tranfa6lion, 
and  one  that  will  ftrike  you  and  all  that  you 
may  think  proper  to  communicate  it  to,  with 
furprife  and  indignation,  here  prelents  itfelf 
to  your  attention,  under  this  fourth  article  of 
the  State  of  faBs;  a  paper  originally  circulat- 
ed, and  which  now  is  reprinted  for  my  difgrace. 
— You  muft  obferve  then.  Sir,  that  in  the  con- 
cluiion  of  this  article,  the  writer  of  it,  after 
boafting  of  the  number  of  the  fubfcribers, 

particularly 


[    «98    1 

|>Jrrticu1arly  amongfl  the  clergy,  to  this  famous 
iiillrument,  which  is  dcfcribed  as  "  the  pledge 
"  of  the  finceriry,"  and  of  the  "  integrity" 
of  catholics,  invites  the  members  of  parlia- 
ment to  "  glance  over  the  names  of  the  fub- 
"  fcribers  to  the  proteftation :"  copies  of 
vhich,  upon  royal  paper,  and  in  a  mod  fplen- 
did  type,  were  diftnbuted  to  them,  together 
with  the  paper  under  confideration.  Now, 
Sir,  to  form  a  right  judgment,  bring  the  cafe 
borne  to  yourfelf :  Had  you  known  that  your 
name  had  been  left  out,  as  mine  was,  on  this 
folemn  occafion,  when  copies  of  the  protefta- 
tion were  circulated  amongft  our  legiflators, 
under  the  authority  of  the  Committee,  and  for 
the  purpofe  of  drawing  their  attention  to  thofe 
individuals  amongft  us,  in  whofe  fincerity  and 
integrity  they  might  confide,  what,  I  afk  you, 
would  have  been  your  feelings,  and  what 
would  have  been  your  conduft  ?  After  having 
brought  yourfelf  to  figh  this  inflrument,  after 
having  intrufted  your  fignature  to  gentlemen 
of  honor,  even  after  your  name  had  been  pre- 
fented  in  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  would 
you  not  have  exclaimed  at  the  injuflice 
and  the  affront  implied  in  leaving  your 
name  out,  when  the  inftrument  was  to  be 
printed,  to  fix  the  attention  of  the  legiflatare  ? 

And 


C   299  ] 

And  yet.  Sir,  your  fituation,  in  thcfe  circum- 
ftances,  would  have  been  very  different  from 
what  mine  was;  becaufe  the  injury  and  affront 
put  upon  you  would  have  been  of  a  negative 
kind:  but  look  at  the  State  of  faBsy  and  you 
will  find  this  is  the  light  in  which  I  was  exhi- 
bited to  Parliament.  Here  we  are,  the  laity 
and  clergy,  whofignedthe  proteftation,  on  one 
fide,  and  there  is  John  Milner,  with  his  three 
namelefs  friends,  on  the  other! — To  have  left 
the  name  of  J.  M.  {landing  in  the  proteftation 
itfelf,  would  evidently  have  brought  about  an 
ecclarcifferacnt  and  diflipated  the  delufion. 

The  other  day,  when  I  was  in  London,  I 
waited  upon  an  avowed  agent  of  the  Com- 
mittee, who  was  the  fame  perfon,  with  whom 
I  originally  had  depofited  my  fignature,  in  or- 
der to  requeft  an  explanation  of  the  above 
mentioned  extraordinary  circumftance,  in 
which  the  Committee's  honor  was  no  lefs  in- 
terefted  than  my  own.  After  hefitating,  in  a 
manner  that  is  not  ufaal  to  him,  he  told  me, 
what  /  diJlirMly  renumber,  viz.  that  the  fig^ 
natures  having  been  made  on  feparate  Jkins  of 
parchment,  fome  of  the  jkins  had  Jlipped  afide  in 
printing.  This  implied  that  the  facred  in- 
ftrument,  concerning  which  we  have  been  told 
the  minifter  had  given  fo  ftrift  a  charge,  had 
Q  q  been 


been  taken  to  piecesy  after  it  was  prefented  to 
parliament.  As  I  expreffedlmyfelffar  from  be- 
ing fatisfied  with  the  above  mentioned  anfwer, 
the  gentleman  in  queftion  fo  far  forgot  him- 
felf,  and  the  bufinefs  I  was  upon,  as  to  dif- 
mifs  me  in  the  following  abrupt  manner  "  I 
•*  wifh  you  well,  but  I  defire  never  more  to 
•*  fee  your  face."  However  a  few  days  after- 
guards I  was  honored  with  the  following  letter 
from  him. 


"  S 


I  Ri 


**  Leaft  there  (hould  be  any  mifunder- 
flanding  of  what  I  faid  to  you  yefterday,  re- 
fpefting  the  circumftance  you  mentioned  to 
me,  of  your  name  being  in  fome  of  the  print- 
ed copies,  and  not  in  others,  of  the  protefta- 
tion,  I  beg  leave  to  trouble  you  with  a  repe- 
tition of  it  in  writing. 

"  The  fignatures  of  the  proteftation  were 
taken  on  feparate  fmall  {kins  of  parchment, 
and  fewn  together,  and  annexed  to  the  pro- 
teftation, 

"  The  proteftation  and  the  fignatures 
were  delivered  to  the  printer  to  be  print- 
ed. 

"  After 
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"  After  the  printed  copies  had  been  given 
to  the  Committee,  and  fomc  of  them  circu- 
lated, it  was  difcovered  that  fome  names  were 
omitted,  and  on  enquiry  into  the  matter,  it 
was  found  that  a  few  whole  (kins  had  been 
omitted.  It  was  not  in  my  power  to  fuper- 
intend  the  prefs,  and  therefore  it  was  intrud- 
ed to  another  pcrfon, —  and  to  what  accident 
the  omiflion  in  queflion  was  owing,  I  know 
not. 

**  On  the  difcovery,  the  circulation  of  the 
proteftation  was  ftopt;  the  omitted  names 
were  twice  printed;  firft  on  a  feparate  fheet, 
and  fent  to  thofc  to  whom  the  impcrfeft  co- 
pies had  been  already  circulated  ; — the  whole 
of  the  names,  with  thofe  in  the  fkins  omitted, 
were  then  printed  and  circulated,  wherever 
the  former  imperfeft  lift  had  been  fent. 

"  This  is  the  ftate  of  the  circumftance  in 
queftion; 

With  great  refpeft.  Sir, 

I  am,  &c, 

Lincoln's  InUy  May  ii,  1792. 


Q  q  2  You 
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You  fee,  Sir,  that  this  letter  does  not 
■'■  throw  the  leaft  light  upon  the  fingle  point  in 
queftion,  namely,  hozv  my  name  came  to  be  oviiU 
led  in  thc/e  copies  of  the  proteflation  which  were 
circulated  with  the  paper  called  the  State  of 
faHs  ?  but  rather  throws  it  into  a  greater  ob- 
fcurity.  In  the  converfation,  I  was  honored 
with,  a  certain  caufe,  though  not  a  fatisfa£lory 
one,  was  affigned  for  this,  namely,  that  fame 
of  the  Jkins  had  flipped  afide  in  printings  but  in 
the  letter  the  gentlemen  fays,  "  to  what  acci- 
*'  cident  the  omiffion  was  owing  I  know  not." 
If  I  were  to  judge  from  the  former,  I  fhould 
conclude  that  the  facred  deed  had  been  taken 
to  pieces,  and  had  undergone  a  new  combina- 
tion, if  from  the  latter,  I  fhould  fuppofe,  in 
confequence  of  the  particular  mention  that  is 
made  of  the  proteflation  and  fignatures  being 
fewn  together^  that  it  was  not  taken  to  pieces ; 
and  yet,  if  the  fcroll  continued  entire,  how 
came  the  omiiTions  to  take  place,  by  whole 
Jkim  ?  Though,  it  feems,  the  letter-writer  had 
notleifure  himfelf  to  fuperintend  the  publica- 
tion of  this  facred  and  immortal  inflrument, 
neverihelefs  he  gives  us  to  underfland  that 
there  was  a  perfon  employed  for  this  purpofe, 
and  that  notwithftandiug  this  precaution,  it  was 
printed,  delivered  to  the  Committee,  ^and  cir- 
culated 
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culated  amongft  ipembers  of  Parliament,  with- 
out its  being  difcovered  that  whole  fliins  of 
names  had  been  omitted.  He  would  have  us 
believe,  that  it  was  not  even  perceived  that 
the  laft  fliin  of  all,  or  what  was  then  the  laft 
fkin,  which,  containing  my  name  and  thofe  of 
my  congregation,  was  left  out,  and  that, 
though  the  lift  was  printed  and  diftributed,  for 
the  avawed  purpofe  of  counteracting  the  pa- 
pers figned  by  John  Milner,  no  one  had  the 
curiofity  to  fee,  whether  the  name  of  J.  M. 
himfelf  was  there,  though  its  place  was  known 
to  be  juft  at  the  bottom  of  the  lift. — We  arc 
told  however  that,  on  the  difcovery  of  the 
omiflions,  the  circulation  was  ftopped,  and 
the  omitted  names  were  twice  printed  and  dif- 
tributed :  but  the  letter-writer  does  not  think 
proper  to  tell  us,  -when  this  took  place,  that  is 
to  fay,  whether  it  was  in  time  to  fave  my  cha- 
ra6ler,  and  thofe  of  the  other  perfons  omitted 
from  the  odium,  which  the  State  of  JaUs  was 
calculated  to  throw  upon  thofe  perfons,  parti- 
cularly the  clergy,  or  thofe  who,  by  any  means, 
were  more  known,  whofe  names  did  not  ap- 
pear, and  upon  myfelf  in  particular.  In  fa6l, 
there  is  a  tide  in  human  affairs,  and,  in  one 
ftage  of  our  conteft,  it  might  feem  to  anfwer 
as  good  a  purpofe  to  rcprefent  the  friends  of 

the 
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the  bifhops,  SIS  fubfcribers  to  the  proteflation, 
as  it  might,  at  another,  to  defcribe  them,  as 
forming  a  party  in  oppofition  to  it.  The  truth 
is,  the  additional  lift,  in  which  my  name  was 
inferted,  as  I  gather  from  the  memorandums 
of  one  of  the  leading  members  of  the  Houfe 
of  Commons,  was  not  diftributed  until  confi- 
derably  more  than  a  month  after  the  lift  was 
circulated,  in  which  my  name  was  fupprefTed, 
that  is  to  fay,  not  until  the  manoeuvre  I  have 
defcribed  above,  had  completely  failed  of  fuc- 
ccfs,  and  not  until  it  would  have  given  me  as 
much  pleafure  that  my  name  had  been  for 
ever  blotted  out  from  the  proteftation,  as  it 
would  have  done  that  it  had  appeared  in  h* 
OD  the  particular  occafion  alluded  to. 

I  will  fay  nothing  more  of  the  other  diffe- 
rences, m  the  lift  of  names,  amongft  the  four 
fevefal  editions  of  the  proteftation,  compared 
with  one  another,  and  compared  with  the  ori- 
ginal at  the  Briiilh  Mufeum.  I  cannot  how- 
ever help  afking  to  what  accident  it  is  owing 
that  the  very  title  of  the  inftrument  ftands 
different  in  the  third  blue  book,  now  be- 
fore you,  and  in  the  aforefaid  original  ?  In 
the  latter  we  are  defcribed,  by  our  genuine 
name.  The  Catholics  of  England. ;  in  the  former 
we  are  intitled  Tht  En^lifli  Catholic  Dijfcnters^ 

This 
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This  is  not  a  trifling  deviation.     There  is  no 
one  point  of  which  the  Catholics  are  more  dcf 
fervedly  jealous  than   of  their  family  |name, 
and  for  my  part,  Sir,  I  always  aflerted  that  the 
attempt  to  alter  this,  was  a  greater  and  more 
incurahle  evil  than  all  the  fpeculative  errors 
put  together  in  our  lately  propofed  civic  oath« 
The  fa6l   I  relate   fpeaks  to   the  fenfes,  and 
hence  I  deduce   the   following  dilemma:  ei- 
ther this  edition,   and  the  other  printed  edi- 
tions of  the  proteftation,  which  were  diftribut- 
ed  amongft  the   members  of  parliament,  were 
wilfully  and  knowingly  corrupted,  at  the  very 
head  of  them,  by  being  printed  differently 
from  the  original,  or  elfe  the   firft  fkin,  con- 
taining the  title  in  queition,  and  the  protefta- 
tion itfelf,  which  was  prefented  to  parliament 
and  figned  by  the  Catholics,  has  been  deftroy- 
ed,  and  another  fubftituted  in  its  place,  with 
this  moft  effential  variation.      It  is  poffible 
that  fome  member  of  the  legiflature,  who  had 
feen  the  original  deed,  when  it  came  regularly 
before  him,  may  be  able  to  determine  this  im- 
portant point.— -I  cannot.   Sir,  conclude  this 
article  without  acquitting,  as  I  moft  cordially 
do,  your  friends',  the  gentlemen  of  the  late 
Committee,  of  prattifing,  conniving  at,  or  even 
being  acquaioied  v^ith  fuch  mean  artifices  as 

thofc 
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thofe  I  have  mentioned,  particularly  in  what 
relates  to  myfelf.  Should  you,  Sir,  think  it 
proper  to  make  thefe  known  to  them,  perhaps 
they  will  no  longer  be  furprifed,  that  having 
men  capable  of  fuch  proceeding  amongll  us, 
our  afiairs  fhould  not  have  gone  on  as  they 
ought  to  have  done,  and  that,  on  the  contrary, 
the  whole  catholic  body  fhould  have  been 
convulfed  ^vith  diforders. 

Look  now.  Sir,  at  the  fifth  article  of  the 
State  offcBb^  and  tell  me  whether  you  think 
that  any  individual  of  our  body,  except  the 
nvriter  of  the  prefent  paper,  could  have  had 
the  effrontery  to  reprefent  it  to  the  legiflature 
as  a  matter  of  doubt,  whether  I'cruples  really 
cxifted,  concerning  Mr.  Mitford's  oath,  or 
were  only  "  faid  to  be  raifcd?**  2.  Whether 
thefe  fcruples  had  fubfifted  for  a  confiderable 
time,  or  were  only  juft  then  ftartcd?  ("are 
**  now  faid  to  be  raifed")  ?  and  3.  to  main- 
tain that,  except  the  fucceflion  claufc,  the 
oath  contains  no  more  than  the  proteftation  : 
notwiihflanding  the  infertion  of  the  qualifica- 
tions of  d/tfi»fl£'/f  and  Afr^^^cc/,  and  the  feveral 
other  matejrial  changes  in  the  former,  which  I 
fiiall  not,  at  prefent,  trouble  you  with. 

I  mufl  now,  Sir,  lay  a  very  few  words  con- 
cerning the  above  mentioned  claufe,  namely, 

that 
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that  of  the  proteftant  fucceffion,  which,   at  a . 
late  period,   was  contrived,   I  fear  with    no 
good  defign,  to  be  forced  into  the  oath,  which, 
at  the  earneft  fuit  of  your  bifhops,  had,  at  laft, 
been  fubftituted  to  the  equivocal  formulary, 
that  was  at  firft  propofed.     I   obferve  in   the 
laft  Blue  Book  an  air  of  triumph   is  aflumed, 
in  confequence  of  the   infertion   in  queftion, 
and  it  is  falfely  aflerted,  that  "  of  all  the  diffi- 
"  culties  maintained  by  the  three  Vicars  A- 
"  poftolic,  this  (concerning  the  fucceffion)  was 
"  the  laft  they  could  prevail  upon  themfelve^ 
"  to  refign*."     In  proof  of  which  we  are  re- 
ferred to   a  paffage  that  is   not  to  be  found. 
The  faO;  is.  Sir,  and  I  am  free  to  confefs  that, 
in  my  opinion,   fome  of  our  divines  overfhot 
themfelves  as  much,  npon  this  and  one  or  two 
other  political  queftions,  in  our  late  difputes, 
as  the  lay  gentlemen  did  in  feveral  others,  that 
were  purely  of  a  theological  nature.     Let  us 
endeavour  to  acquire  clear  and  accurate  no- 
tions, on  the  prelent  fubjeft.     It  is  a  maxim 
of  morality  that  it  is   unlawful  to   fwear  any 
thing  that  is  falfe  or  that  is  unjuft,  as  it  would 
be  for  one  of  us   to  bind  himfelf  to  take  up 
arms  againft  his  fovereign,  merely  for  embrac- 
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ing  the  catholic  faith.  It  is  ah  axiom  of  law, 
laid  down  by  the  learned  Suarez  and  other 
writer5  on  this  fubje6l,  that  every  legiflature 
is  competent  to  interpret  its  own  laws  and 
formularies.  Now  had  the  obfcure  and  equi- 
vocal paffagesjn  Mr.  Mitford*s  oath,  been  all 
of  a  political,  or  all  of  a  religious  nature,  the 
determination  of  them  would  have  belong- 
ed to  one  and  the  fame  tribunal.  Had 
the  oath  been  a  mere  oath  of  allegiance, 
all  that  the  divine  would  have  had  to  do,  re- 
lative to  it,  would  have  been  to  exhort  the 
faithful  to  fwcar  temporal  allegiance  to  the 
lawful  prince,  and  to  obferve  all  the  civil  laws 
of  the  country;  and  if  any  doubt  arofe  upon 
thefe  points,  to  obtain  the  beft  and  moft  au- 
thorized legal  information  that  could  be  ob- 
tained.— To  bring  this  to  the  cafe  before  us. 
The  oath,  in  one  paflage,  referred  to  a  law 
concerning  the  fucceffion  to  the  crown.  If  the 
fenfe  was  fuch,  as  fomeperfonsapprehended  it  to 
be,  on  catholic  grounds,  it  was  unjuft,  and  it 
is  certain  we  could  not  fwear  to  it.  But  the 
meaning  of  the  legiflature  in  this  point,  which 
was  entirely  within  its  own  province,  was  firfl: 
to  be  afcertained.  In  the  end  we  obtained 
an  explanation,  on  this  point,  which,  to  our 
judgment,  did  afcertain  the  fenfe  of  the  legif- 
lature. 
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lature,  and  that  in  a  loanii^r  to  remove  our 
dijBBculty.  We  vere  aflured  by  that  illuftri. 
ous  prelate,  who  had  the  principal  fharc  in 
finally  fettling  our  oath,  and  whofe  name  will 
be  dear  to  catholics,  as  long  as  their  religion 
itfelf  is  dear  to  them,  that  not  only  his  own 
fenfe,  but,  as  far  as  he  could  jiidge,  ^^at  of  the 
whole  Houfe  of  Peers  was,  thai  zue  d^d.  not,  by 
the  contejled  claufe^  bind  ourjelves  to  take  an  aclive 
part  injupport  of  the  protejianijnccejfwny  agaiTijl 
an  heir  of  our  own  ptrfuafion^  and  thai  the  mean- 
ing of  this  pafjage  was  exactly  the  favie  with  iha,t 
of  the  corre [ponding  daife^  which  our  hifhopi 
wifhed  (for  the  greater  clearnefs)  to  introduce 
in  its  place.  We  were  aflured,  from  other  un- 
queftionable  evidence,  that  this  explanation 
was  alfo  given  by  a  lay-peer,  in  the  hearing 
of  the  whole  Houfe,  and  as  the  fenfe  of  the 
■whole  Houfe;  and  I,  for  my  own  part,  de- 
clare that  the  fame  explanation  was  made  to 
me,  by  the  very  firft  men  of  the  Houfe  of 
Commons.  In  this  point.  Sir,  our  legiflators 
were  competent  to  pronounce  ;  they  were  de- 
ciding upon  their  own  laws,  and  upon  a  tem- 
poral matter,  namely  the  fupport  we  were  to 
give  to  the  fuccefJion  of  the  crown. — But,  Sir, 
our  oath,  bcfides  being  a  pledge  of  allegiance, 
was  alfo  a  doQrinal  formulary.  For,  in  order 
R  r  2  to 
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to  prevent  the  clamors  of  bigotry,  it  was  re- 
quired of  us  to  declare  our  religious  belief  on 
the  jurifdiQion  of  the  church,  the  difpenfa- 
tions  of  oaths,  the  forgivenefs  of  fins,  and  o- 
ther  fuch  matters.  To  afk  the  opinion  of 
ferjeants  at  law,  or  even  of  the  whole  legifla- 
ture,  on  the  meaning  of  terms,  in  which  thefe 
articles  were  exprefled,  was  as  abfurd  as  it 
would  be  to  confult  the  Pope  on  the  meaning 
of  Magna  Charta.  I  will  tell  you,  Sir,  the 
anfwer  which  a  great  and  celebrated  charac- 
ter made  to  me,  in  confequence  of  my  put- 
ting to  him,  by  way  of  fatisfying  my  curiofi- 
ty,  the  fame  queftion  that  had  recently  been 
fubmitted  to  Serjeant  Hill.  His  opinion  is 
not  the  lefs  refpeftable  for  having  been  given 
•without  a  fee.  "  If,  Sir,"  faid  he,  "  you 
"  afk  me,  whether  the  paffage  you  have  re- 
"  peated  to  me,  from  your  oath,  be  confift- 
"  ent  or  inconfiftent  with  the  laws  and  con- 
**  ftitution  of  this  country,  I  will  give  you 
**  the  befl  opinion  I  can  j  but  Turely  you  are 
"  a  better  judge  than  I  am,  whether  it  inter- 
*'  feres  or  not  with  the  authority  and  doc- 
"  trine  of  your  church." 

I  fhall  fay  nothing  to  the  next  paragraph, 
which  mentions  that  "  only  two  perfons,  who 

"had 
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"  had  fubfcribed  the  proteRation,  had  exprel- 
"  fed  a  defire  to 'have  their  names  with- 
"  drawn ;"  except  that  the  publication  of 
this,  to  the  catholic  body,  is  a  plain  intimation, 
that  it  is  expected  from  as  many  of  them  as, 
in  the  exifting  circumftances,  are  diffatisfied 
with  this  inftrument,  that  they  fliould  exprefs 
their  defire  of  having  their  names  withdrawn; 
a  meafure,  which,  for  my  own  part,  I  have 
long  felt  to  be  neceffary  for  the  relief  of  my 
confcience,  and  have  only  been  deterred  from 
putting  in  execution  from  an  irrefolution 
concerning  the  moft  eligible  means  of  doing 
it*. 


*  The  author  Is  happy  to  have  it  in  his  power  to  an- 
nounce, not  only  to  the  catholics  of  the  prefent  day,  but 
(if  a  copy  of  this  letter  fhould  be  found  hereafter,  fide  by 
fide  with  the  blue  books)  to  the  next  generation,  that  an 
authentic  inftrument  U  in  being,  and  will  be  carefully 
prcferved,  in  which  not  only  he  himfelf  and  feveral  of 
the  moft  refpedable  clergy  in  the  kingdom,  but  likewifc 
the  R.  R.  Biftiops  Walmefley  and  Douglafs  have  certified 
that,  in  the  aftual  circumftances,  they  have  found  it  necef- 
fary to  retraft  their  names  from  the  protcftation,  without 
howerer  adhering  to  the  errors  condemned  therein. 
There  is  not  a  doubt  but  a  great  majority  of  the  catholics 
would  chearfully  add  their  names  to  this  counter-protefta- 
tion,  if  a  regard  to  our  internal  peace  did  not  prevent  the 
propofal  of  it. 

We 
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■  We  arc  now  eome  to  the  centre-point  and 
main  deiign  of  the  prefent  paper,  >?hich  is  to 
countera6l  and  difcredit  another  paper,  that 
had  juft  before  been  publifhed  by  one  John 
MUner  (who  certainly  is  not  a  catholic  clergy- 
inan.  Or  elfe,  for  decency's  fake,  he  would 
liave  been  honored  with  the  ufual  defignation 
of  clergymen}  which  paper  is  intitled,  Fails 
relating  to  the  prefent  Contejl,  Sc,     However, 

in  thus  attacking  J.  M 's  paper,  not  one 

ef  the  linking  fads,  nor  one  of  the  important 
arguments  which  he  advances,  either  is  or  cap 
be  difputed  ;  but  the  only  queftiohs  were, 
■whether,  when  he  was  accufed  of  maintaining 
all  the  odious  tenets  in  the  propofed  oath,  (to 
the  terms  of  which  alone  he  objefted),  and 
his  judges  were  upon  the  point  of  pronoun- 
cing fentence  accordingly,  he  had  a  right  to 
bring  forward  the  proofs  of  his  innoceiKC? 
whether,  having  demonftrative  proofs  that  a 
great  majority  of  his  catholic  brethren, 
throughout  the  kingdom,  were  precifely  in 
his  fnuation,  he  had  a  right  to  call  for  an  zn- 
quiry  on  their  behalf  as  well  as  upon  his  own  ? 
and  whether,  the  whole  difpute  turning  upon 
what  was  genuine  catholic  do6lrine,  and  the 
bifhops  being  the  avowed  judges  of  this  doc- 
trine, he  had  a  right  to  allume  the  character 

of 
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of  an  autlionzed  agent,  after  he  had  been 
deputed,  as  fuch,  by  three  out  of  our  four  bi- 
Ihops,  to  whom  he  regularly  gave  an  account  of 
the  meafures  he  purfued,  and  the  fuccefs  that 
attended  them  ?  We  have  feen  how  falfe  it  is 
that  the  agent  in  qiieftion  was  not  appointed 
by  the  bifhops,  at  the  time  that  he  ifTued  his 
papers ;  and  I  leave  you  to  judge  how  hono- 
rable the  proceeding  of  the  agent,  ont  he  other 
fide,  was,  in  concealing  from  parliament  that 
the  employers  of  [.  M.  were  the  catholic  bi- 
fhops ofthis  kingdom,  and  in  defcribing  them 
as  three  private  individuals,  too  obfcuie  evea 
to  have  a  name.  But  it  is  faid  that  the  biihops 
themfelves  "  were  never  chofen  by  the  catho- 
*'  lie  body  to  tranfaO;  bufmefs  in  their  name ; 
"  and  that  no  meeting  was  called  for  that  pur- 
**  pole."  The  faci  is,  the  bifliops  did  not 
fland  in  need  of  a  deputation  from  their  rc- 
fpeftive  flocks,  to  pronounce  what  was,  and 
what  was  not  the  genuine  catholic  dottrine; 
which  was  the  fole  queftion  then  at  ifTue  (for 
as  to  their  temporal  rights,  they  had  not  lei- 
fure  to  attend  to  them,  and  they  were,  of 
courfe  ncglefted).  The  biihops  by  their  fitu- 
ations  held  the  right,  and  the  exclufive  right, 
of  tranfa8ing  this  bufinefs.  But  though  from 
pacific  fentiments,  they  did  not  call  meetings 

of 
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of  ali   thofe   confidant   catholics,  who   were 
willing  to  fupport  them,  in  their  right  of  pro- 
nouncing on  the  catholic  doftrine,  and  though, 
on  the  fame  account,  they  over-ruled  the  pro- 
pofal  which,  I  am  free  to  own,  I  made,  of  get- 
ling  a  partial  counter-proteftation  figned;  yet 
not  only  they  themfelves,  but  alfo  many  of 
thofe  perfonages  in  whofe  hands  our  fate  lay, 
were    in  poireflion  of  abundant   proof,   how 
powerfully  they  were  fupported,  not  only  by 
the  number,  but  like  wife  by  the  refpe£lability 
of  their  adherents.     I  may  add,  that,  when  it 
was  generally  known  upon  what  ground  I  my- 
felf,  as  agent  to  the  bifhops,  had  been  attack- 
ed, I  received,  from  different  quarters,  lifts  of 
catholic  names  as  refpeftable  and  as  indepen- 
dant  as  any  of  thofe  that  appear  in  the  pro- 
teftation,  of  which  indeed  they  formed  a  part, 
which  names  I  was  authorized  to  make  ufe  of, 
under  the  fanftion  of  the  bifhops. 

The  remaining  part  of  the  hand-bill,  un- 
der confideration,  I  could  wifii  to  be  difpenfed 
from  taking  notice  of.  For  my  part.  Sir,  I 
can  believe  no  other  than  that  the  Committee, 
in  general,  fincerely  wifhed  to  relieve  the 
whole  body,  and  not  themfelves  and  friends 
alone,  and  of  courfe  defired  to  have  an  oath 
accommodated  to  the  confcicnccs  of  us  all ; 

in 
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in  fa6l,  they  have  repeatedly  fignified  as 
much  *.  But  tell  me.  Sir,  does  this  conclud- 
ing part  of  the  State  of  FaHs  breathe  this  libe- 
ral fpirit  ?  Has  that  agent  who  drew  it  up, 
really  calculated  it  to  induce  parliament  "to 
"  accommodate  itfelftothe  fcruples"  ofthofc 
"who  oppofed  the  civic  oath  of  Mr.  Mitford  ? 


*  Amongft  other  paflages  of  a  fimllar  import.  It  ig 
faid,  B.  B.  'vol.  3.  /.  8.  "When  your  prcfent  oath.,..* 
"  or  any  other  unexceptionable  oath  was  propofed,  we 
**  never  refufed  to  teftify  our  readinefs  to  take  it."— — 
Now,  to  my  certain  knowledge,  in  the  courfe  of  our  po- 
litical conteft,  a  letter  was  written  by  the  two  bifhpps, 
then  in  London,  to  a(k  the  gentlemen  of  the  committee 
whether  they  had  any  confcientious  objeftions  to  a 
printed  form  of  oath,  figned  with  their  names  and  that 

of  B — ^p  W ly,  a  copy  of  which  they  then  fent  them. 

This  queftion  was  afked  in  confequence  of  the  fame  hav- 
ing been  propofed  to  myfelf,  by  a  leading  member  of 
parliament.  The  letter  in  queilion  was  fent  to  an  avowed 
agent  of  the  committee,  to  be  by  him  laid  before  thofe 
gentlemen.  Accordingly  an  anfwer  was  returned,  pur- 
porting that  the  gentlemen  ivere  perfiiadtd  gtyvernment  •vumld 
vot  be  fatisfied  ivith  rh,' /aid  form  of  cath.  In  return  the 
bifhops  wrote,  and  fent  daeir  letter  under  the  fame  ad- 
drefs,  in  order  to  remind  the  gentlemen,  that  the  queftion 
before  them  was,«{j?  <^'hat  go'vemmejit  'would  he  content 
nuith,  but  nuhat  luouldbe  fatisfaSorj  to  their  onjon  conjciences. 
To  this  letter  no  anfwer  was  returned. — What  can  I  con- 
clude, except  that  the  abovementioned  letters  were  not 
c<^mmumcated  10  the  committee  ? 

S  f  Look 
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Look  at  it  again,  Sir,  and  tell  me  what  othir 
fenlc  you  can  extrad  from  it  except  the  fol^ 
lowing :  We,  who  are  the  reprefdntadves  of  the 
zuhoie  body,  and  have  uniformly  followed  their 
in/lruclions,  here  Jend  to  you,  the  members  of 
loth  hoiijes  (.fparhcinent,  a  lijl  of  Lhofe  whofi^n^ 
ed  the  protfjlation,  wh'ch  protejlaiicn  is  exactly 
the  fame  as  ihejjrefnt  cath.^  Glance  over  their 
nameSf  you  will  fee  that  they  conffl  rf  all  the  re- 
fpectabk  Icy-pefons  of  our  pe.jiiafion,  and  of 
240  out  of  260  of  our  clergy :  thefe  are  our  fup- 
poriers. — Cn  the  other  hand,  John  Milner  op~ 
pofes  our  oath,  and  pretends  to  plead  in  behalf  of 
thoufands,  though^  at  the  time  that  he  wroie  this, 
he  had  no  authority  or  countenance  from  any  one 
perjon  whoriijoever ;  and  even,  fince  he  has  been 
quejiioned  on  this  heady  he  has  only  been  able  to 
get  the  deputation  of  ohree  namelefs  individuals. 
— The  hill  is  now  b  fore  you.  If  you  think  pro^ 
pc^  u  muke  an  act  c/  parliament,  10  accommodate 
'.•  rf  elves  10  the  Jcrvples  oj  f.  M.  and  his  ihree 
namcUf  friends,  it  remains  -With  your  wijdom 
and  cmdejuijion  to  determine.  But,  you  need 
not  be  under  any  uncifinef  about  all  the  reji  of 
w^,  wtiu/e  names  yuu  fee  annexed  to  the  protejla- 
iioii  :  J^r  we  wdl  lake  the  oath  now  hfore  you, 
in  MX'  ^j-i  ford's  bill,  as  often  as  ever  we  are 
called  upon*  tj- 

I  can 
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can  indeed  conceive  that  a  man  may  be 
found  capable  of  carrying  on  this  mean  fajce, 
where  there  appeared  to  be  no  danger  of  de- 
teftion,  and  of  diffeminating  with  due  pri- 
vacy *,  amongft  proteftant  members  of  par- 
liament, thefe  multiplied  falfehoods ;  but 
what.  Sir,  muft  we  think  of  the  modefty  and 
wifdom  oF  that  individual,  who  reprints  a  pa- 
per of  this  tenor,  in  the  face  of  the  catholic 
body,  and  who  makes  a  parade  of  publifhing 
it  to  the  world,  after  it  has  been  compleady 
foiled,  and  defeated  in  its  intended  effect  ? 
The  truth  is,  the  charm  was  diffolved,  on  the 
night  of  the  firft  of  March,  1791:  the  wall  of 
reparation,  betwixt  catholic  and  catholic, 
which  fo  much  pains  had  been  taken  to  raife, 
then  feii  to  the  ground  t ;  nor  could  all  the 

efforts 

*  Befides  the  danger  of  the  prefent  confutation  tak- 
ing place,  there  was  another  reafon  for  the  extraordinary 
precautions  ufed  in  keeping  the  prefent  paper  from  our 
knowledge,  namely  that  it  was  iffued,  after  a  litcrar/ 
truce  had  been  folicited  by  a  R.  R.  membet  of  the  Com- 
mittee, which  was  underftood,  all  over  London,  to  be 
agreed  upon,  moft  certainly  on  very  unequal  conditions 
on  our  part. 

+  In  thofe  publications  of  the  Committee  which 
preceded  this  night,  they  are  uniformly  defcribed  by 

feme 
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efforts,  that  were  afterwards  ufed,  fucceed  in 
building  it  up  again. 

I  hope.  Sir,  I  have  now  compleaily  an« 
fwered  your  queries,  and  1  remain,  with  due 
refpeft,  your's.  Sec. 

J.  M. 

Winion,  May  21,  1792. 


fcrae'  nick-name,  fee  No.  Hi.  iv.  and  v.  5  B.  B.  •  but 
in  rhofe  of  a  later  date,  'viz.  No.  i;/.  a»d  njii.  ihid.  we 
find  them  with  their  old  and  proper  defignation  onJy. 
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